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To  Receive  Comments  from  the  Public  on 
the  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT, 
Proposed  Ferry  Terminal  Site,  Larkspur, 
California . 
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Thursday > August  30,  1973. 


Before : 


President  Leonoudakis  (San  Francisco); 
Directors  Bettini  (Marin); 

Daubeneck  (Mendocino); 

Edington  (Napa); 

Gonzales  (San  Francisco); 

Lucius  '■  (Sonoma); 

Mazzola  (San  Francisco); 

Molinari  (San  Francisco); 

Moskovitz  (San  Francisco); 

Wornum  (Marin);  and 
Thomas  M.  Jenkins,  Attorney; 

Peter  D.  Clainos,  Secretary. 
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CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  Ladles  and  gentlemen,  we  will  call' 

the  meeting  to  order.'  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  with  us  this 
evening  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  comments  on  the  environ- 
mental statement,  the  draft  thereof. 

SECRETARY  CLAINOS:  (Roll  called)  We  have  8 present,  sir. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  Mr.  Attorney,  may  we  proceed  with 

8? 

MR.  JENKINS:  Yes,  you  may  proceed  and  as  a quorum  comes, 

the  record  will  be  available  for  their  examination. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  The  purpose  of  this  special  meet- 

ing is  to  receive  comments  from  the  public  on  the  draft 
environmental  impact  report  concerning  the  districts  proposed 
ferry  terminal  site  at  Larkspur,  California.  Mr.  Secretary, 
has -there  been  legal  notice  of  this  public  meeting  and  has  there 
been  appropriate  districution  of  the  draft  environmental  report,? 

SECRETARY  CLAINOS:  Mr.  President,  legal  notices  of  the 

public  meeting  were  published  in  one  or  more  of  the  six  counties 
of  the  district  at  least  two  weeks  prior  to  the  meeting,  as 
required  by  law;  and  as  to  distribution  of  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  report,  on  July  27th  and  on  July  30th  1973,  42  . 
copies  of  the  Draft  EIR  were  placed  with  various  public  agencies 
including  the  following:  The  San  Francisco  and  Sonoma  County 

Libraries;  Main  County  Library  and  its  branches;  ABAG;  the  MTC ; 
and  the — 

DIRECTOR  GONZALES:  Mr'.  Chairman,  there  are  comments 
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between  the  press  and  the  reporter,  which  should  be  kept  to 
themselves.  I don't  like  to  be.  Interrupted.  Sorry,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  I think  the  comments  are  noted. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  public  and  the  rest  of  those  present, 
we  have  a court  reporter  in  attendance.  It  is  his  respons ibili: 
to  record  all  of  the  statements  made,  so  that  we  can  proceed 
with  an  accurate  record  of  the  comments  from  the  public  on  the 
report  and  in  fairness  to  the  reporter  and,  of  course,  those 
people  who  have  the  responsibility  of  reviewing  this  record  when 
it  is  prepared,  so  we  do  want  an  accurate  transcript.  If  we  wll 
all  cooperate  and  put  this  matter  properly  into  the  record,  we 
will  appreciate  it.  I thank  you  for  you  assistance.  Director 
Gonzales . 

SECRETARY  CLAINOS:  The  public  agencies  to  which  these  42 

copies  were  sent  include  the  San  Francisco  and  Sonoma  County 
Libraries  and  Marin  County  Library  and  all  its  branches;  A3AG; 
MTC;  The  State  Lands  Commission;  BCDC;  The  Bay  Reginal  Water 
Quality  Control  Board;  United  States  Army  Engineers  for  the 
San  Francisco  District;  United  S.tates  Department  of  Interior; 
State  Fish  and  Game;  Bureau  of  Sports  and  Fisheries  and  Wildllf;< 
Office  of  the  May,  Larkspur;  Marin  County  Supervisors;  and  the 
Governor’s  Office  in  San  Francisco.  In  addition,  73  copies  of 
this  report  were  given  or  sold  at  cost  to  various  organization^ 
and  individuals. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  • Mr.  Jenkins,  I ask  you  if  you 
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— 1 

are  satisfied  that. wo  have  met  all  legal  requirements  In  calling 

the  public  meeting  and  distributing  the  draft  copy? 

MR.  JENKINS:  As  you  will  recall,  the  California  environ- 

mental act,  as  amended  In  89  (f),  last  year  required  that  there 
be  the  preparation  of  certain  guidelines  by  the  State  of 
California,  which  guidelines  were  prepared  by  February  5th  of 
this  year  and  which  additionally  required  that  each  public 
entity  within  the  state  prepare  Its  guidelines;  which  was  also 
required  to  be  adopted,  as  was  adopted,  by  this  district  on 
April  4th  of  19  and  73.  Those  guidelines  and  your  guidelines  j 
are  consistent  with  the  state  guidelines,  set  out  . the  processes 
for  the  preparation  and  consideration  of  environmental  Impact 
reports . 

Briefly,  the  procedure  requires  that  in  those  Instances 
after  an  initial  assessment  has  been  made,  that  an  environ- 
mental impact  report  be  prepared,  that  the  board  make  a 
determination  as  to  who  will  prepare  the  report,  whether  it 
will  be  done  by  your  staff  of  outside  consultants..  In  this 
case  you  did  make  a determination  that  a report  was  required 
with  reference  to  the  Larkspur  site  and  that  outside  consultan  : 
who  I'm  sure  you  will  be  introducing,  be  retained  to  prepare 
that  report.  There  is  also  a requirement  that  when  that 
report  is  prepared,  that  it  be  prepared  in  draft  form,  that 
draft  was  then  completed  and  when  completed  was  presented 
the  board,  not  for  the  purpose  initially  of  review,  but  only 
for  the  purpose  of  acceptance  for  distribution  to  the  public. 
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Those  occurred  and  within  the  appropriate  time  a notice  of  the 
draft  report  was  sent  out  to  the  appropriate  agencies  and 
copies  of  the  report,  as  indicated  by  Mr.  Clainos,  were  made 
available  to  the  public  and  all  of  the  concerned  agencies. 

The  board  also  determined  that  it  would  set  a public  hearing. 
There  is  no  requirement  in  either  the  State  act.  State  guide- 
lines or  the  local  guidelines  that  such  a hearing  be  set,  but 
it  is  suggested  that  it  should  be  held  in  all  cases  where  there 
is  public  interest,  such  as  is  obviously  true  with  the  Larkspur- 
site.  So  you  set  tonight  for  the  initial  hearing  or  the  hear- 
ing on  the  environmental  impact  report. 

Provisions  for  the  State  guidelines ' and  of  your  guideline? 
are  that  the  draft  report  is  the  one  which  will  be  considered 
at. the  time  of  the  public  hearing.  The  procedure  will  general!: 
be  at  that  time  comments  would  be  received  from  the  public 
and/or  agencies,  which  comments  would  be  entered  into  the  recor< 
Then  those  who  prepared  the  environmental  impact  report  will 
be  asked  to  consider  those  comments,  to  prepare  the  comments 
in  either  tabular  or  summarized  or  some  other  form  as  approp. i. 
to  include  those  comments  and  then  the  response  of  the  consul- 
tant to  those* comments  in  a final  report,  which  will  then  be 
presented  to  this  board,  after  it  is  completed. 

Tonight  is  the  night  for  the  public  to  make  its  comments 
It  is  not  anticipated  and  it  is  not  usual  that  there  would  be 
comments  by  the  board,  although  you  may  have  some  questions  to 
ask,  but  it  isnTt  a question  of  comments,  say  the  comments  o* 
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The  board  addrea-'^ 

the  public,  to  appropriately  addres  * J 

„„  there  has  been  the  opportunity 

Itself  to  those  comments  after  there  _ | 

r„  tte  t.  ».  r.ci..«.  «•  »*  “d  l"  I 

»1.»  vou  «...  1»  r.r  «.  consultants 

ncoq  i-0  address  themselves  to  each 
in  preparing  the  responses  to  aaare  1 

significant  issue  raised  by  the  public  in  their  comments  So 

tnat  when  that  is  put  together  then  that  entire  matter  will 

public  hearing,"  other  than  in  the  normal  sense  your  meeting 
are  and  in  the  usual  way  you. do  or  do  not  receive  comments.  . 
At  this  time  the  draft  report  will  have  been  superseded  by  the  j 
final  EIR.  The  draft  you  have  tonight,  the  responses  or  | 

comments  of  the  public,  the  comments,  of  all  public  ag*m • «* 
responses  of  the  consultant,  additional  responses,  if  the  are, 
deemed  appropriate  by  your  district  engineer  and  then  «* . P- 
together  and  will  be  a part  of  the  pacKage.that  will  be  con-^  , 
sidered  by  you.'  I presume  that  will  take  in  the  neig  or 
of  a month  or  six  weeks  before  that  will  be  completed  an 
to  this  board  for  its.  consideration.  That  is  the  procedure 

under  the  State  act.  ■ . . 

CHAIRMAN  -.LEONOUDAKIS.:  I would  like  to  announc 

arrival  of  Birector  Mollnarl  and  Michael  Wornum,  who  is  seat 

As  our  attorney  advised,  the  consultants  took  this  draf 
environmental  impact  report  and  put  it  together. 

X would  like  to  introduce  the  leader_o1U:ai:a^ 
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Mr.  Andy  Braccia,  who  will  in  turn  Introduce  members  of  the 
team.  , • 

MR.  BRACGXA : President  Leonoudakis  and  board  members 

I am  Anthony  Braccia  and  represent  the  Water  Transit  Design 
Team,  which  is 'made  up  of:  Braccia,  DeBrer  and  Heglund, 

Architects  and  Planning  Engineers;  Kaiser  Engineers,  Engineering 
Design;  Harding,  Miller,  Lawson  and  Associates,  soils  consul- 
tants; and  Madrone  Associates,  environmental  consultants. 

All  of  the  team  members  contributed  in  the  development 
of  the  report.  Prank  Boeger  of  the  Madrone  Associates,  under 
whose  direction  the  draft  of  the  EIR  was  prepared,  will  present 
the  results  of  the  report. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Braccia. 

MR.  BOEGER:  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  board,  I 

am  Prank  Boeger  of  Madrone  Associates.  We  are  as  anxious  to 
hear  the  comments  as  you  are  to  hear  the  comments  on  the  report 
.Needless  to  say,  I do  not  intend  to  brief  the  whole  report  for 
you,  but  I would  like  to  mention  the  high  points  under  the 
categories. .of , first,  the  major  impact;  secondly,  the  alter- 
natives considered;  thirdly,  major  mitigation  measures  that 
are  recommended;  the  major  impacts  that  we  determined  and  theo-, 
are  of  a much  greater  importance  than  a great  many  minor 
impacts  are. 

The  first  is  that  the  ferry  system  that  this  terminal 
will  support  will  materially  reduce  the  number  of  automobiles 
and  vehicles  on  the  101  corridor  .south  from  Sonoma  and  Marin, 
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across  the  Golden  Gate  and  into  the  streets  of  San  Francisco.  < 
This  major  reduction  is  an  important  fact  and  I think  would 
be  considered  a positive  impact. 

On  the  other  hand  one  major  negative  impact,  and  this  is  ' 
the  impact  of  the  dredging  intruding  into  the  salt  marsh  area 
of  the  Bay  at  the  mouth  of  Corte  Madera  Creek.  The  dredging 
of  the  creek  and  the  channel  will  remove  some  32  acres  of  mud 
flats  from  it,  permanently  from  use  and  will  disturb,  to  a 
great  extent,  another  50  acres  of  the  bottom  in  that  area,  in 
order  to  provide  for  these  channels.  This  has  been  a major 
impact  that  was  covered  with  you  many  months  ago  by  Mrs. 
Kingsley,  when  she.  made  her  presentation  on  the  food  change 
cycle  and  the  overall  balance  of  our  flora. and  fauna  in  the 
Bay,  when  she  pointed  out  to  you  the'  fact  that  the  continued 
reduction  of  these  important  assets,  fish  and  wild  life  assets, 
In  making  this  analysis  we  looked  at  four  other  sites  on 
San  Quentin  Point  and  compared  them  with  the  Larkspur  sites, 
those  five  sites  are  all  shown  on  the  chart  over  there  and 
are,  of  course,  covered  in  great  detail  within  the  report. 

We  made  a comparison  of  the  adverse  impact  that  we  would  find 
at  each  one  of  the  sites  in  comparison  to  the  Larkspur  sites 
and  we  discontinued  our  activities  on  sites  ^eo  and  three 
that  are  within  the  fences  of  San  Quentin  sometime  in  June 
when  we  found  that  it  seemed  very  improbably  that  any  area 
in  there  would  be  made  available  in  the  near  future  for*  a 
ferry  terminal  site.  We  continued  our  analysis  of  sites  4 in 
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San  Quentin  Village  and  5 at  the  Rod  and  Gun  Club.  As  I say, 
we  have  them  all  summed  up  in  the  report.  Our  conclusion  was 
that  site  1,  at  the  piece  of  property  right  at  the  point  of 
Corte  Madera  Creek,  was  the  most  favorable  site  from  the  point 
of  view  that  we  considered.  However,  in  order  to  provide  for 
some  mitigation,  as  called  for  by  the  guide  lines,  in  both 
under  the  State  law  and  the  Federal  laws,  we  sought  a means  to 
compensate  for  the  loss  of  the  marsh  land  and  mud  flat.  We, 
therefore,  recommended  that  the  so-called  Muzzl  property,  which 
is  to  the  south  of  this  property  and  south  of  the  Herdt  Marsh, 
be  utilized  as  a spoils  disposal  property  and  that-  property, 
a major  portion  of-  it  after  it  has  been  graded  and  raised  to 
the  appropriate  elevations  by  the  deposition  of  dredge  soils, 
that  the  dykes  be  opened  and  a significant  portion  of  that 
property  be  returned  to  marsh  land,  as  it  was  once,  to  help 
nourish  the  mud  flats.  This  is  a very  significant  gain  for 
the  Bay,  from  the  point  of  view  of  improving  the  habitat  for 
fish  and  wild  life  and,  therefore,  can  be  an  environmental 
plus  for  the  project. 

We  have  investigated  the  probability  that  such  could  be 
handled  favorably,  as  far  as  nature  is  concerned;  in  other 
words,  let  the  marsh  grow  again.  If  it  is  restored  in  that 
manner.  From  information  we  have  been  able  to  observe  on  a 
similar  action  taken  in  South  San  Francisco  Bay,  we  have  every 
reason  to  expect  that  this  marsh  land  will  be  regenerated  and, 
therefore,  the  plus.  We  think  this  is  appropriate  to  offset 
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the  environmental  damage  that  will  occur  and  will  be  helpful 
to  the  total  environmental  picture  in  Corte  Madera  Bay. 

During  the  v;hole  design  of  the  project  we  paid  particular 
attention  in  the  whole  design  to  environmental  matters  and  the 
layout  of  the  master  plan  there  on  the  wall  that  you  have 
reviewed  before,  has  taken  into  account  maximum  protection  for 
existing  marsh  land.  It  is  taken  into  account  for  the  generati 
of  open  water  areas  that  are  not  now  available  and  also  tried 
to  maintain  as  much  as  of  the  natural  amenities  of  the  area 
as  possible  and  have  a functioning  terminal  that  can  serve  the 
purposes  of  the  bridge  district. 

I am  sure  there  will  be  many  questions  and  we  would  be 
happy  to  receive  them  and  will  analyze  them  and  come  back  to 
you  with  our  analysis  and  with  our  recommendations.  Do  you 
have  any  questions?  I will  be  happy  to  try  and  answer  them. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  I don't  believe  there  are  any 

questions,  Mr.  Boeger,  at  this  time.  We  will  hear  comments 
first  from  the  representatives  of  organizations  and  I will  call 
the  representative  for  the  Marin  Conservation  League,  Douglas 
M.  Christensen. 

MR.  CHRISTENSEN:  Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  I would  like 

to  defer  to  Mr.  Cohen  from  the  Sierra  Club,  who  has  a statement 
to  make. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  First,  we  will  hear  from  Mr. 

Lester  Cohen  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter  of  the  Sierra 

Club. 
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MR.  COHEN:  Thank  you,  Mr,  Chairman  and  members  of  the 

board.  I am  Lester  Cohen,  speaking  for  the  San  Francisco  Say 
Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  and  I would  like  to  make  a few 
comments  about  the  report  and  the  issues  raised. 

I think  I would  like  to  say  first  that  I am  very  pleased 
with  how  thorough  the  report  is  and  how  well,  you  know,  the 
vast  majority  of  the  issues  were  attended  to  in  it.  In  looking 
through  it  and  in  reviewing  it,  I certainly  felt  that  the 
issues  about  the  damage  presented  and  in  consideration  of  it, 
we  do  feel  that  we  would  give  an  endorsement  to  going  ahead 
with  the  Larkspur  site.  We  had  objected  to  it  in  the  past, 
as  is  well  known,  and  generally  the  concerns  that  had  been 
raised  about  the  damage  that  would  be  done  were  sustained  in 
the  report.  However,  there  does  not'  appear  to  be  a suitable 
alternative  site  available.  In  the  past  we  had  been  fairly 
good  at  bringing  all  kinds  of  alternative  sites  out  of  our 
magic  hat,'  but  somehow  the  magic  is  no  longer  there.  The  San 
Quentin  Village  site,  while  it  might  be  imaginable,  it  seems 
questionable  and  not  worth  .considering,  in  our  opinion.  What 
was  reported  about  the  San  Quentin  Prison  cite  would  appear 
to  make  that,  I think  in  my  opinion,  still  the  most  desirable 
site,  but  regretably  that  is  not  available  and  it  does  not 
appear  that  it  would  be  available.  It  is  rather  hard  twist ingj 
the  arm  of  the  Department  of  Corrections  to  give  it  up.  oo  we 
do  endorse  the  Larkspur  site,  but  at  the  same  time  we  want  to 
offer  some  qualifications  and  questions  in  regard  to  it. 
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In  the  report  there  are  some,  you  know,  inconsistencies  . 
and  I want  to  discuss  these  wit’h  the  idea  they  should  be 
clarified  and  resolved  by  the  time  that  the  application  for  tin 
site  goes  to  the  BCDC  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  first  thing  we  would  like  to  take  up  is  the  mitigatic 

. 

proposal  to  restore  the  Muzzi  property  as  a viable  marsh.  ThU 
is  highly  commendable  and  a very  innovative  and  imaginative 
way  of  dealing  with  a number  of  problems  and  very  much  want 
you  to  go  ahead  with  it.  Perhaps,  the  only  concern  here  is 
that  you  just  make  sure  that  it  will  become  a reality.  There 
are  likely  some  problems  to  be  worked  out  in  terms  of  cost 
and  in  getting  the-  approval  of  a variety  of  agencies  in  terms 
of  seeing  that  it  will  be  acceptable  to  use  the  spoils  for  that 
purpose  and  we  would  like  to  see  these  things,  you  know,  taken 
care  of  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

One  question  we  would  raise  would  be  the  appropriateness 
of  the--what  the  purpose  would  be  for  the  40  acres  left  re- 
maining in  the  proposal  in  the  report,  for  Mr.  Muzzi . We  be- 
lieve this  area,  the  entire  area,  should  be  kept  as  some  kind 
of  open  space  that  would  be  what  would  be  most  consistent  with 
County  plans  for  that  general  area.  We  hope  that  whatever  plan 
are  worked  out  would  keep  this  in  mind. 

Now,  the  second  issue  relates  to  the  speed  of  the  boat 
in  the  channel.  There  are  certain  conflicts  in  the  report  and 
this  we  want  to  have  clarified.  In  the  main  text  of  the  report 
the  consultants  talk  about  the  affects  of  the  ferry  boats  with 

SOCRATES  NICHOLSON 

ANO  ASSOCIATES 

OFFICIAL  REPORTERS  ANO  NOTARIC.3 
SAN  FRANCISCO  94105 


52  SECONO  STREET 


14151  362-01  18 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

V 

V 

li 

1 

1 

1 


13 


he  appropriate  assumptions  that  the  ferry  boats  will  be  ( 

iperatlnG  at  reduced  speed  In  the  channel  as  It  Is  approaching  , 
;he  terminal.  However,  In  looking  through  the  consultant -s  | 
reports  and  the  first  one  In  section  A done  by  Kaisers  Engineer: 
an  the  patronage  studies,  on  page  AA,  toward  the  end  of  the 
second  paragraph  there  Is  a statement:  "Summary  reports  assume 

a 45  minute  ferry  line  haul  time  to  the  larkspur  Terminal, 
based  on  a reduced  speed  of  the  ferry  In  the  ferry  approach 
fc0  the  terminal.  However,  current  plans  and  data  on  the  boat 
indicate  that  a reduced  speed  in  the  channel  is  not  require  . 

Now,  it  doesn-t  seem  reasonable  that  a boat  is  going  to 
be- going  25  knots  in  that  narrow  channel,  which  may  possibly 
get  used  by  other  water  craft,  adjoining  a mud  flat  that  nee  s; 
to.  be  preserved  and  also  close  to  a shore  line.  Therefor 
„e  would  like  to  see  this  particular  thing  clarified  as  to 

what  actually  is  S°in6  take  plaoe  as  far  3S 

the  boat  in  that  channel. 

The  next  concern  that  we  have,  in  which  could  be  a 
potentially  serious  issue,  relates  to  a possible  proposal 
to  deal  with  the  problem  of  siltatlon  in  the  channel. 

consultant-**  report  was  Included  in  the  report;  in  the  section 

j in  the  appendix,  where  he  went  through  a fairly  lens  Y 
discussion  of  the  problems  involved,  as  far  as  siltatlon,  ana 
ln  it  he  discussed  the  possibility  of  a construction  of  a 
dyke  along  the  entire  south  end  of  the  channel.  This  dyke 
would  be  about,  you  know,  essentially  10,000  feet  long™ 
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purpose  would  be  through  a combination  of  actions  to  retard  the 
amount— retard  the  resiltation  rate  in  the  channel  and  in  that 
sense  reduce  the  amount  of  maintenance,  dredging.  He  indicated 
that  without  it  the  channel  would  probably  silt  up  at.  a rate 
of  a little  over  a foot  a year.  This  thing  should  at  least 
be  considered  and  looked  at.  However,  this  is  not  mentioned 
at  all  in  the  main  text  of  the  report  and  the  impression  was 
conveyed  in  that  that  this  action  would  not  be  taken  and  inste 
dredging  would  be  done  on  probably  a three  year  basis.  Now, 
if  that  is  the  case,  fine.  However,  if  there  is  any  possibility 
that  this  kind  of  solution  might  be  considered  in  the  future 
to  deal  with  the  siltation  problem,  we  want  that  thing  looked 
at  and  carefully  studied.  Now,  we  don't  want  to  be  in  a 
position  of  your  coming  back  and  saying  in  a year  or  two  or 
three  from  now,  ’’Look,  we've  got  to  put  this  thing  in  here. 

The  channel  is  silting  up  too  fast.”  Let's  take  a good  look 
at  it  now  before  the  thing  goes  ahead  full. speed. 

The  last  concern  I would  like  to  raise  would  be  in  the 
area  of  the  general  development  that  will  be  both  in  and 
around  the  terminal.  In  this  regard  my  remarks  here  are  as 
much  directed,  say  to  the  County  of  Marin  and  the  City  of 
Larkspur,  as  it  is  to  the  Bridge  District.  We  feel  that  the 
amount  of  the  development  should  be  minimal;  that  it  should  be 
kept  as  much  as  is  possible  as  open  space  and  park-like  as 
possible.  In  this  regard,  we  would  ask  that  you  try  and  keep 
the  size  of  the  parking  lot  to  600  cars,  not  expand  it  to 
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1,200  cars;  that  the  commercial  things  proposed  for  the  terminal 
not  be  considered  here;  that  effort  be  made  to  retard ^any 
development  or  stop  any  development  on  the  woodsy  land  adjacent 
to  the  site  and;  also,  somehow,  the  City  of  Larkspur  be  en- 
couraged to  restrain  the  amount  of  the  development  that  will 
take  place  on  the  Hutchinson  property.  We,  again,  would  feel 
that  by  creating  a great  deal  of  development  In  and  around 
that 'property,  you  will  not  really  be  solving  the  kind  of 
problem  the  ferry  system  is  supposed  to  be  dealing  with  and 


that  is  to  handle  existing  traffic  problems  and  transportation 
problems  within  the  County  and  not  to  facilitate  a great  deal 
of  new  growth  in  order  to  make  it  pay  for  itself. 

That  concludes  my  remarks  and  thank  you  very  much. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  Thank  ypu  very  much,  Mr.  Cohen. 

The  Marin  Conservation  League,  Douglas  Christensen? 

MR.  CHRISTENSEN:  Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

The  Marin  Conservation  League  has  requested  that  I 
appear  before  your  board  to  express  its  affirmative  recommen- 
dation of  the  environmental  impact  report  prepared  on  behalf 
of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District  plans  for  the  development 
of  the  Central  Ferry  Terminal.  The  league  has  long  felt  that 


the  environmental  impact  associated  with  the  development  of 
the  Larkspur  site  would  be  adverse  and  still  feels  that  way. 
However,  it  concurs  .essentially  with  the  opinions  expressed 
by  Mr.  Cohen,  that  there  is  no  feasible  alternative  available. 
The  mitigation  proposals  presented  in  the  impact  report  are 
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extremely  significant  and  deserve  total  support  by  all  con- 
servation organizations.  The  league  also  wishes  to  express 
support  and  endorsement  and  desires  to  cooperate  in  any  way 
possible  to  facilitate  the  mitigation  proposal  that  the  Bridge 
District  would  be  putting  forth  in  connection  with  its  terminal 
development.  As  Mr.  Cohen  has  expressed,  the  significant 
factor  here,  we  feel,  is  that  the  District  recognize  its 
responsibility  to  the  County  general  plan  and  to  the  town  of 
Corte  Madera  and  residents  in  Corte  Madera  who  have  had  a 
great  deal  of  concern  expressed  on  the  town  level  over  this 
past  year  regarding  the  possible  development  of  the  Muzzi 
property. 

The  proposal  contained  in  the  EIR  wo.uld  make  it  possible 
to  restore  a significant  amount  of  Bay  shoreline  that  formally 
functioned  as  the  estuary  portion  of  the  Ross  Valley  Delta  and : 
probably  would  be.  one  of  the  most  important  constructions  that 
the  District  would  ever  have  an  opportunity  to  make  to  the 
Marin  environment,  as  such.  The  citizens  of  Corte  Madera  may 
wish  to  present  their  own  concerns,  but  I would,  just  like  to 
say  that  the  League  is  aware  of  the  importance  of  this  area 
remaining  open  space  to  the  extent  that  a portion  of  the  i^uzzi 
property  has  bepn  tentatively  proposed  for  some  form  of  private 
development  and  we  would  oppose  that  form  of  use  of  the  proper  . 
as  degrading  the  whole  coDept  of  the  Bay  Front  Park.  It  is 
' true  that  a portion  of  the  Muzzi  property  has  been  filled  over 
the  years,  including  previous  Corps  of  Engineers  soil  deposits, 
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to  a point  where  very  little  more  placement  of  soils  would  make! 
it  possible  for  a more  particular  kind  of  park  area  to  be 
developed,  that  is  a non-salt  marsh  one,  possible  an  area  of 
lawn  and  plantings  and  minor  building,  forms  that  are  concision 
to  the  kind  of  park  planning  that  your  landscape  architects 
would.be,  I am  sure,  happy  to  concern  themselves  with.  The 
economics  of  the  Muzzi  transaction  are,  no  doubt,  significant 
and  you  will  be  the  final  judge  of  how  those  economics  compare 
with'  it  vis-a-vis  this  obviously  desirable  alternative. 

The  other  question  that  the  League  wishes  to  express  its 
concern  regarding  is  the  continued  viability  of  the  Herdt 
Marsh.  We  would  like  to  recommend  that  as  a part  of  the 
planning  of  the  district,  the  ongoing  development  and  use  of 
the  terminal  facilities,  the  shores  might  be  monitored,  that 
is  an  extremely  sensitive  area.  The  proposed  buffer  may  be 
physically  capable  of  doing  what  the  report  suggests,  but  we 
do  think  that  is  a matter  that  should  be  under  constant  atten- 
tion. 

As  Mr.  Cohen  has  said,  we  are  supportive  of  the  report 
and  I would  only  like  to  say  that  in  conclusion  that  it  is  our 
hope  that  in  connection  with  the  mitigation  proposals  that  the 
District  consider  the  inclusion  of  a citizen  advisory  group, 
as  this  becomes  feasible,  as  it  moves  along  in  its  further 
development.  Thank  you. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Christensen. 

Miss  Fusco,  Marina  Civic  and  Property  Owners  Association 
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MISS  FUSCO:  I wish  to  report  this  report  Is  very  very 

interesting  and  listening  to  the  two  previous  speakers  I feel 
very  hopeful,  very  happy  and  feel  we  are  beginning  to  see  some 
light.  I think  they  have  rendered,  both  gentlemen,  beautiful 
reports  and  I do  hope  that  the  people  of  Marin  County,  and  we 
are  always  referring  to  commuters  from  Marin  County,  but  a 
great  many  of  them  come , including  a brother  of  mine  come  from,  j 
down  from  Sonoma  and  a great  many  are,  but  really,  I should  sa„., 
the  brunt  of  traffic  and  we  do  hope  they  will  cooperate  and  j 
work  with  the  people  especially  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Marina 
in  alleviating  some  of  the  traffic.  The  report  Is.  a beautiful 
one,  very  complete.  I glanced  through  It  myself  and  I am 
very  very  hopeful  that  we  will  have  an  ultimate  satisfactory 
working  organization  between  our  counties  In  making  life  a 
little  more  pleasant.  We  do  have  air  pollution,  noise  pollutlc; 
and  I am  going  to  say  that  my  personal  Interest  In  this  Is 
property  on  Cervantes  Boulevard  and  property  in  Mill  Valley.  j 
And,  really,  we  have  a terrible  problem.  All  those  commuters 
are  bumper  to  bumper.  People  take  one  look  at  the  property 
and  they  don't  want  to  buy  It.  So  we  too  are  seeking  some 
relief  and  I am  sure  we  can  have  a wonderful  coexistence 
when  these  ferries  are  operating.  Thank  you. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  William  Gordon  from  Corte  Madera. 

MR.  GORDON:  I-  believe  my  question  has  been  asked  and  I 

wouldn't  want  to  take  up  any  more  of  the  board's  time. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:'  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Gordon. 
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Dents  Klienf,  Corte  Madera. 


MR.  KLIENF:  I have  decidpd  not  to  speak,  thank  you. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Klienf. 

Janna  Hachl,  Corte  Madera  Citizens  for  Recall. 

MISS  HACHL:  I won't  speak  either,  except  to  echo  our 

support  of  the  positions  of  the  Marin  Conservation  League  and 
the  Sierra  Club. 

' CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  Thank  you  very  much. 

Now,  are  there  any  others  present  this  evening  who  desire 
to  speak  or  comment  on  the  environmental  impact  report  who 
haven't  filed  a request  card  with  us?  If  there  is. anyone  else 
who  is  present  and. would  like  to  speak,  they  are  certainly 
welcome  to  give  us  the  benefit  of  their  comments. 

Mr.  Attorney? 

MR.  JENKINS:  Under  the  proceedings  of  the  act  and  guide- 

lines the  next  action  now  to  be  taken  would  be  simply  the 
closing  of  the  hearing.  You  have  received  the  draft  report. 

You  have  received  the  comments  of  the  public.  You  will  be 
receiving  the  comments  of  the  public  agencies.  As  indicated 
by  Mr.  Clainos,  those  comments  Will  be  incorporated  Into  the 
final  report,  along  with  the  comments  of  the  speakers  this 
evening  and  responses  will  be  made  to  the  inconsistencies  which 
were  commented  on  by  Mr.  Cohen  and  that  will  be  put  together 
in  the  final  record.'  The  action  before  you  would  be  a motion 
for  closing. 

CHAIRMAN  LEONOUDAKIS:  Just  before  we  close,  Mr.  Jenkins, 

SOCRATES  NICHOLSON 

A N o ASSOCIATES 

OFFICIAL  REPORTERS  AND  NOTARIES 
SAN  FRANCISCO  34105 


32  SECONO  STREET 


I4ISI  362-0M8 


i 


. 


■ 


2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

i: 

v 

i 

i 

i 

j 


do  want  to  introduce  Into  the  report  correspondence  from 
an  Francisco  Tomorrow,  a letter,  dated  August  the  30th  with 
omments  on  the  report.  Mr.  Secretary,  will  you  make  this  part 
,f  the  record,  a letter  from  the  City  of  larkspur,  dated  August, 

; he  30th,  1973,  signed  by  Alfred  J.  Malveno,  Mayor  of  the  City  ( 
,f  Larkspur  and  letter  from  the  Oreenbrae  Improvement  Club, 

,ated  August  30th,  1973,  Signed  by  Edith  Witt,  secretary.  .They. 
(HX  all  be  made  part  of  the  record  and  attached  hereto. 

(Directors  Wornum  and  Lucius  moved  that  the  record  of  the, 
public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR,  larkspur  Ferry  Terminal,  be 
closed. ) 

. we  have  a motion  to  adjourn,  all  those  in  favor  to  close 
the  record  signify  by  the  usual.  Those  opposed?  The  ayes 
have  It. 

(The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  8:50  pm.) 
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Francisco,  California  94129 
lemen; 

On  September  6,  1973,  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
ission  approved  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal,  dated  July  1973,  prepared  by  the  Golden  Gate 
ge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District.'  These  comments  focus  on  three  major 
s of  concern:  (l)  the  need  for  greater  detail  in  the  project  description;  (2) 

ification  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures;  and  (3)  inclusion  of  alternate 
gns  to  the  proposed  project  in  the  alternatives  section. 

1.  Project  Description.  In  addition  to  the  information  already  in  the  DEIR, 
Commission  would  like  the  final  EIR  to  answer  the  following  questions: 

(a)  What  is  the  precise  configuration  of  the  proposed  approach  channel 
and  harbor,  including  slope  ratios  at  either  side  and  channel  and 
harbor  width? 

(b)  Will  it  be  necessary  to  construct  a breakwater  or  other  barrier 

at  the  proposed  channel  or  harbor,  either  to  protect  the  channel  from 
excessive  sloughing  off  of  the  adjacent  mudflat  or  to  separate  rec- 
reational boats  from  ferryboats?  If  so,  where  would  the  breakwater 
be  situated  and  what  would  be  its  si'ze  and  configuration? 

(c)  The  Report  indicates  that  shoaling  rates  (deposit  of  suspended 
materials  on  the  channel  bottom)  of  1.3  feet  per  year  for  the  terminal 
basin  and  1.2  feet  per  year  for  the  approach  channel  were , calculated . 
Does  this  calculation  mean  that  such  rates  may  be  expected?  If  not, 
how  many  cubic  yards  per  year  are  likely  to  be  deposited  and  to 
require  removal  by  maintenance  dredging? 

(d)  The  Report  indicates  that  the  spoils  from  the  initial  dredging  could 
be  deposited  within  portions  of  the  diked  Muzzi  property  as  part 

of  a marsh  restoration  program.  Will  the  initial  spoils  be  deposited 
here?  What  area  within  the  Muzzi  property  will  be  used?  What  is  the 
present  elevation  above  Mean  Sea  Level  of  such  areas  and  what  would 
be  the  elevation  after  spoils  deposit? 

(e)  The  Report  indicates  that  1,300,000  cubic  yards  of  initial  dredging 
would  be  removed  from  a 32.8-acre  area  to  create  the  harbor  and 
approach  channel.  Of  this  acreage  what  portions  are  marshland,  mud- 
flat  and  bay? 
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(f)  The  Report  indicates  that  hydraulic  dredging  may  have  advantages 
over  dredging  by  clamshell  or  hopper,  at  least  from  the  standpoint 
of  water  turbidity.  Will  the  dredging  be  done  hydraulically?  How 
long  will  it  take  to  complete  the  initial  dredging? 

(g)  The  Report  states  that  the  project  is  designed  to  offer  residents 
of  Marin  County  an  alternative  means  of  commuting  to  San  Francisco, 
but  does  not  elaborate  on  the  location  or  the  type  of  facilities 
that  are  proposed  for  the  San  Francisco  Terminal.  Could  the  final 
EIR  describe  the  plans  for  the  San  Francisco  Terminal? 

With  regard  to  the  construction  in  Phases  I and  II: 

(a)  What  is  the  total  square  footage  of  space  proposed  for  commercial 
uses  and  how  is  it  to  be  allocated  between  commercial  facilities 
catering  to  ferry  patrons  and  specialty  commercial  space?  What  portion 
of  such  space  would  be  built  on  new  fill,  either  in  the  form  of 
pilings  or  solid  fill? 

(b)  How  many  parking  spaces  will  be  either  necessary  to,  or  allocated 
for,  commercial  uses? 

(c)  What  will  be  the  maximum  height  of  proposed  commercial  structures? 

Will  such  structures  block  views  or  interfere  with  public  access  to 
the  channel  or  harbor? 

With  regard  to  public  access: 

(a)  What  areas  will  be  devoted  to  the  new  public  access  mentioned  in 
the  Report? 

(b)  When  will  these  public  access  areas  be  constructed? 

2.  Proposed  Mitigation  Measures.  As  presently  proposed,  the  project  would 

>lve  substantial  construction  and  considerable  dredging.  As  mitigation  for  unavoid- 
adverse  impacts,  the  Report  contains  several  proposals  to  minimize  visual,  noise, 
r and  air  pollution  and  to  preserve  and  enhance  wildlife  habitat.  The  Commission 
eves  that  the  following  additional  information  would  be  helpful  in  evaluating  these 
ures: 

(a)  Is  the  restoration  of  the  Muzzi  property  to  tidal  action  proposed  as 
part  of  the  project?  If  so,  how  much  of  the  property  would  be  opened 
to  tidal  action?  What  methods  of  spoil  disposal  and  marsh  vegetation 
re introduction  are  proposed? 

(b)  What  are  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  marsh  restoration  plan? 

(c)  Will  the  12-foot  wide  strip  of  mudflat  proposed  to  be  retained  at 

the  edge  of  the  Heerdt  Marsh  protect  the  marsh  and  will  it  be  sufficiently 
stable  to  withstand  the  erosive  action  of  ferryboat  surge? 

3.  Alternatives . Under  the  McAteer-Petris  Act  and  the- San  Francisco  Bay  Plan, 
Commission  is  severely  limited  in  its  ability  to  authorize  either  office  or  commer- 

uses  on  fill  (including  pilings)  not-  directly  related  to  the  ferryboat  operation, 
bermore , an  alternate  plan  without  such  uses  might  reduce  the  amount  of  construction 
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>ilings  and  the  amount  of  parking  required,  while  possibly  allov/ing  expansion  of 
areas  devoted  to  open  space  and  public  access 'to  the  Bay.  Was  such  an  alterna- 
considered?  If  so,  could  the  final  EIR  describe  it  and  indicate  why  it  was  not 
>ted?  And  if  not,  could  the  final  EIR  explore  such  an  alternative  and  its  environ- 
.al  consequences? 

In  conclusion,  the  Commission  and  staff  wish  to  express  their  appreciation 
;he  Bridge  District  for  the  thoroughness  and  clarity  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
ict  Report. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Executive  Director 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
PACIFIC  SOUTHWEST  REGION 
BOX  36098  . 450  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE 

ER  73-1127  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94102 

(415)  556-8200 

September  10,  1973 


Mr.  Peter  D.  Clainos 
Secretary  of  the  District 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway 
and  Transportation  District 
Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  CA  94129 

Dear  Mr.  Clainos: 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  reviewed  the  draft 
environmental  report  on  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal, 
Larkspur,  Marin  County,  California. 

We  note  that  in  Appendix  J,  Estimates  of  Shoaling  Rates, 

Dr.  R.  B.  Krone  suggests  a wall  on  the  south  side  of 
proposed  Corte  Madera  channel  would  decrease  sedimentation 
rates.  This  alternative  is  not  discussed  in  the  draft. 
Calculations,  using  data  from  the  table  Alternatives  to 
the  Proposed  Action : Summary  of  Impacts  at  the  Project 

Site  and  at  Alternative  Sites  (following  page  56)  and 
estimates  of  shoaling  rates  (Estimates  of  Shoaling  Rates , 
Appendix  J,  page  J-6) , indicate  that  sedimentation  in 
the  project  channel  and  harbor  without  the  suggested  wall 
will  approximate  160,000  cubic  yards  annually.  Detailed 
analyses  of  projected  maintenance  dredging,  including 
costs  and  disposal  areas,  should  be  included  for  the 
proposed  project  site  both  with  and  without  a barrier  wall. 

Since  some  of  the  project  sediments  are  polluted  with  heavy 
metals,  land  disposal  or  disposal  beyond  the  100  fathom 
line  in  Pacific  Ocean  is  required  under  current  policies 
of  the  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board, 

San  Francisco  Bay  Region.  It  is  stated  in  Appendix  L, 
Preliminary  Plan  for  Land  Disposal  Dredge  Spoils,  page 
L-2 , that  approximately  390,000  cubic  yards  will  be  placed 
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in  a 255-acre  marsh.  Further  discussion  of  this  aspect 
of  the  project  should  be  included  in  the  final  report. 

We  believe  that  filling  255-acre  marsh  with  spoil  is 
an  unacceptable  project  feature. 

Information  concerning  the  disposal  of  spoil  from 
construction  and  maintenance  dredging  is  inadequate  to 
allow  a determination  of  project  effects  on  fish  and 
wildlife.  Spoil  disposal  is  a serious  problem  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  System.  We  suggest  that  the  proposed 
project  and  its  alternatives  be  reconsidered  using  a 
50-year  project  life  and  appropriate  sedimentation  rates 
to  determine  frequency  and  amount  of  maintenance  dredging 
required.  It  is  understood  that  substantial  amounts  of 
sediments  will  be  polluted  with  heavy  metals  or  other 
substances  and  require  land  or  ocean  disposal;  provisions 
for  disposal  of  these  sediments  should  be  made. 

Information  indicating  dimensions  of  harbor  area  and 
approach  channel  of  the  proposed  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal 
should  be  included.  Additional  data  should  be  provided 
describing  the  area  of  bottom  sediments,  intertidal 
mudflat,  and  salt  marsh  that  will  be  lost.  The  statement 
should  clarify  whether  35  or  50  acres  will  be  removed 
by  dredging.  Also,  the  assertion  here  that  channel 
deepening  may  increase  flushing  should  be  documented, 
and  beneficial  effects  of  channel  deepening  on  fish  should 
be  described  in  detail  with  specific  references  to  supporting 
data. 

No  significant  adverse  impact  on  recreation  values  should 
result  with  the  project.  Mention  is  made  of  coordinating 
bicycle  paths  and  pedestrian  walkways  with  the  City  of 
Larkspur  General  Plan.  The  report  does  not  indicate 
coordination  on. proposed  recreation  enhancement  features 
with  California  State  and  Marin  County  Departments  of 
Parks  and  Recreation.  Since  there  is  excellent  project 
related  recreation  potential,  close  and  continuing  coor- 
dination with  appropriate  State,  County  and  City  agencies 
should  be  maintained  to  maximize  these  benefits.  For 
example,  in  addition  to  the  recreation  fishing  to  be 
provided  as  a mitigation  measure,  the  project  could  also 
include  expanded  bicycle  paths  and  pedestrian  walkways, 
provisions  for  ferrying ' and/or  storing  bicycles  at  the 
terminal  vista  facilities  and  possibly  picnic  facilities. 
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The  report  should  indicate  consultation  with  the ^ State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  concerning  project's 
effects  on  these  resources. 

A draft  environmental  impact  statement  on  the  proposed 
expansion  of  ferry  services  between  San  Francisco  and 
Marin  County,  prepared  by  Kaiser  Engineers  of  Oakland, 
November  1971,  was  submitted  to  this  Department  for 
review.  Because  of  confusion  over  preparation  of  replies, 
our  comments  were  never  received  by  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  Highway  and  Transportation  District  nor  considered 
in  the  final  impact  statement  prepared  by  the  U.  S.  Urban 
Mass  Transit  Administration,  July  1972.  I am  enclosing 
a copy  of  this  earlier  correspondence  for  your  consideration 
at  this  time;  many  of  our  earlier  comments  continue  to 
be  applicable. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
draft  environmental  report. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Webster  Otis 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 


Enclosures 

cc;  Director,  Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review 

Regional  Director,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife,  Portland 

Regional  Director,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation, 
San  Francisco 

Regional  Director,  National  Park  Service, 

San  Francisco 

State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Sacramento 
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Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and 
Transportation  District 
Post  Office  Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  CA  94129 

Gentlemen: 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  statement  on 
the  proposed  expansion  of  ferry  services  between  Marin 
County  and  San  Francisco,  California  (ER  72-86) . During 
completion  of  the  final  statement,  please  consider  the 
following  comments: 

Page  XI-1,  A.  Description  of  the  Project,  fourth  paragraph. 
This  section  should  include  estimates  of  annual  maintenance 
dredging  and  a description  of  spoil  disposal. 

Page  II-2,  first  full  paragraph,  second  sentence.  Change 
"clapper  rail"  to  "California  clapper  rail." 

Page  II-2,  last  paragraph.  Mudflats  used  by  shorebirds 
and  other  wildlife  would  be  irreversibly  committed  by  the 
project.  Also,  to  many  people,  the  project  will  have  a 
negative  visual  impact  on  the  Corte  Madera  Creek  area. 

Page  II-3,  C.  Conclusions , third  paragraph.  The  piecemeal 
use  of  marsh,  tide  and  submerged  lands  for  industrial  sites, 
urban  development,  salt  ponds  and  similar  projects  has 
resulted  in  the  destruction  of  many  thousands  of  acres 
of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Page  II-3,  last  paragraph,  first  sentence.  The  conclusion 
that  dredging  activities  will  disrupt. bottom  fauna  for  a 
period  of  up  to  two  years  and  that  complete. recovery  is 
expected  should  be  changed  in  this  and  subsequent  sections 


Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highv/ay  and 
Transportation  District 
Page  2 

March  29,  1972 


of  the  statement*  Data  from  studies  conducted  by  the 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  indicated  that 
dredging  and  spoil  disposal  in  shallow  waters  (near 
Point  San  Pablo  and  Marine  Island)  significantly  reduced 
the  number  and  species  composition  of  various  benthic 
organisms,  bottom-associated  invertebrates,  and  demersal 
(bottom-associated)  fishes.  While  certain  species  were 
reestablished  .in  a period  of  a few  months,  the  "general 
health"  of  the  environment  as  measured  by  diversity  of 
benthic  organisms,  was  not  restored  during  the  study 
period  (two  years).  We  believe  that  sediments  settling 
within  the  channel  area  will  cause  a condition  of  biologi- 
cal- instability  to  occur  which  will  be  reflected  in 
reduction  of  species  diversity.  Recurrent  maintenance 
dredging  would  insure  the  maintenance  of  a condition  of 
biological  instability. 

Page  II-3,  C.  Conclusions , last  paragraph.  It  should  be 
pointed  out  in  this  paragraph  that  the  channel  at  Corte 
Madera  Creek  would  have  to  be  redredged  approximately 
every  3 years,  removing  400,000  cubic  yards  of  mud  for 
disposal. 

Page  II-3,  C.  Conclusions , last  paragraph,  last  sentence. 

It  is  stated  that  evaluation  of  spoil  toxicity  will  be 
postponed  until  dredging  and  waste  discharge  applications 
are  made.  We  believe  that  such  studies  and  an  evaluation 
of  toxicities  be  made  at  an  early  date  since  results  may 
alter  proposed  plan  of  development. 

Page  III-l,  Description  of  the  Project,  onshore  facilities. 
The  statement  limits  the  discussion  on  access  to  the  ferry 
terminals  to  automobile  and  feeder  buses.  There  is  no 
mention  of  providing  bicycle  access  and  related  facilities 
for  commuters.  It  would  appear  to  be  in  the  public  interes 
•for  the  project  sponsors  to  consider  the  need  for  and  pcssi 
means  of  accommodating  commuters  desiring  to  bicycle  to  the 
ferry  terminals.  We  feel  the  project  could  be  enhanced  con 
siderably,  particularly,  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal,  if  the 
Gplden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and  Transportation  District 
demonstrated  a willingness  to.  coordinate  their  planning 
with  tiie  Marin  County  Parks  and  Recreation  Department's 
plans  for  local  bicycle  routes  in  order  that  adequate 
bicycle  access  to  the  ferry  terminals  could  become  an 
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integral  part  of  this  transportation  project.  It  appears 
that  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  would  lend  itself  quite 
nicely  to  such  cooperative  planning  inasmuch  as  the  County 
has  plans  for  a bicycle  path  along  the  north  side  of  Corte 
Madera  Creek. 

Page  III-2,  3.  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal , third  paragraph, 
first  sentence.  The  statement  that  the  site  is  a flat 
piece  of  land  is  misleading.  The  only  practical  difference 
between  the  site  and  Ileerdt  Marsh  is  size. 

Page  III-4 , 3.  Larksour  Ferry  Terminal,  second  paragraph. 
Channel  dredging  v;ould  destroy  mudflats  used  by  shorebirds. 

Page  IV-1,  1„  Onshore  Facilities,  third  paragraph,  first 
sentence.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  although  this 
area  is  diked  and  lacks  direct  connections  to  the  bay,  it 
seasonally  contains  water  which  provides  considerable 
habitat  for  migrating  waterfowl  and  shorebirds. 

Pago  IV-1,  1.  Onshore  Facilities,  last  paragraph,  last 
sentence.  The  eastern  edge  and  center  of  the  Larkspur 
terminal  site  is  pickiovaed  marsh.  The  sentence  is  mis- 
leading since  it  gives  the  impression  that  only  the  southern 
edge  is  marsh.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  Ileerdt  Marsh 
not  only  provides  feeding  grounds  for  heron  colonies,  but 
also  for  other  species  of  wildlife. 

Page  IV-3,  2.  Offshore  Facilities.  It  should  be  stated 
that  during  the  construction  phase,  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
Highway  and  Transportation  District  will  coordinate  dredging 
activities  with  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 
and  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  safeguard 
fish  and  wildlife  resources.  Also,  the  dredging- and  method 
of  spoil  disposal  should  be  done  in  such  a way  to  insure  a 
minimum  level  of  turbidity  and  siltation. 

Page  IV- 4 , 2.  Offshore  Facilities,  fourth  paragraph. 

During  redredging,  the  District  should  coordinate  its 
activities  with  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 
ana  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

Page  IV-5,  2.  Offshore  Facilities,  first  full  paragraph, 
second  sentence.  It  is  statea  that  dredging  would  provide 
easy  access  for  pleasure  boats  to  Corte  Madera  Creek  and 
may  stimulate  the  development  of  a small  boat  marina.  It 
is  our  contention  that  the  project  will  promote  increased 
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V recreational  beating  use  of  the  creek  and  nearby  bay 
waters  and  that,  a number  of  boat  marinas  or  private  boat 
(docks  would  likely  develop.  These  facilities  not  properly 
planned  could  have  a deleterious  effect  on  esthetics  and 
water  quality  in  the  area.  V7e  believe  the  draft  should 
acknowledge  this  possibility. 

Page  IV-5,  3.  Unavoidable  Adverse  Impact,  fourth  paragraph. 

This  section  states  that  complete  recovery  of  bottom  biota 
would  occur  in  less  than  two  years  and  maintenance  dredging 
every  three  years  would  not  cause  any  irreversible  adverse 
damage  to  the  biota.  Despite  this  circumstance,  there  would 
be  irretrievable  losses  sustained  during  the  years  that  the 
habitat  is  staging  a recovery.  • .• 

Page  IV- 6,  B.  Analysis  of  Reasonable  Alternatives.  The 
. alternative  of  "Ho  Action “ should  be  discussed  in  this 
section.  In  view  of  the  environmental  degradation  that 
would  attend  construction  of  a ferry  terminal  at  the 
Larkspur  site,  we  believe  that  this  section  should  contain 
a discussion  of  alternative  sites  for  terminal  location  in 
this  part  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  One  such  alternate  site 
would  be  Point  San  Quentin.  Use  of  this  site  would  eliminate 
the  necessity  of  the  initial  removal  of  2,100,000  cubic  yards 
of  material  to  provide  water  access  to  the  terminal.  It 
could  also  eliminate  the  need  for  annual  maintenance  dredging 
and  eliminate  irreversible  commitment  of  land  and  water  areas 
which  are  identified  as  spoil  disposal  areas. 

Page  IV-7,  D.  Irreversible  Commitment  of  Resources,  first 
paragraph,  second  sentence.  We  do  not  agree  with  the 
District's  contention  that  no  adverse  impact  would  result 
from  construction  at  the  site.  It  should  be  stated  that 
there  will  be  an  irreversible  commitment  of  a pickleweed 
marsh.  The  loss  of  mudflats  to  dredging  in  the  vicinity 
of  Larkspur  Terminal  is  also  an  irreversible  commitment 
of  resources.  As  more  bay  flats  are  lost,  the  remaining 
flats  become  increasingly  valuable. 

Page  IV-7 , D . Discussion  of  Problems  and  Objections.  The 
San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  ana  bovelopm.ent  Commission 
is  not  listed  as  one  of  the  agencies  contacted  by  the  District. 
If  they  were  contacted,  it  should  be  stated. 

Page  IV-8,  5.  State  Authorities,  second  paragraph.  It  is 
suggested  that  the  District  recontact  the  California  Depart- 
ment of  Fish  and  Game  concerning  the  information  presented 
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in  this  paragraph.  Gur  discussions  with  Department  personnel 
lead  us  to  believe  that  they  would  not  concur  in  its  contents 
as  written. 

Page  IV-3,  6.  Federal  Authorities,  first  paragraph.  The 
District  did  not  contact  our  office  on  this  project.  Pre- 
sumably, contact  was  made  with  some  other  office  of  the 

bureau. 

Page  V-1,A.  Onshore  Facilities,  paragraph  4,  first  sentence. 
The  Larkspur  site  again  is  called  flat  and  barren.  The 
statement  should  recognize  that  this  is  a marsh  area  having  • 
fish  and  wildlife  values.  There  is  no  discussion  in  the 
draft  environmental  statement  of  geology  of  the  terminal 
areas  and  what  effects  night  be  expected  on  the  foundation 
materials  and  the  terminal  facilities  in  the  event  of  an 
earthquake. 

Sincerely, 


William  M.  Monroe 

Secretary’s  Field  Representative 


cc:  Bruce  Blanchard,  Office  of  Assistant  Secretary— Program  Policy 
USDI , Washington , DC 

Henry  W.  Coulter,  Deputy  Assistant  Chief  Geologist, 

Engineering  Geology,  USGS,  Washington,  DC 
Lee  R.  Peterson,  Acting  District  Chief,  V7ater  Resources 
Div. , USGS,  Menlo  Park 

John  D.  Findlay,  Regional  Director,  BSF&W,  Portland 
Frank  E.  Sylvester,  Regional  Director,  BOR,  San  Francisco 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

SAN  FRANCISCO  DISTRICT.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
lOO  MCALLISTER  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94102 


SPNED-E 


30  August  1973 


Mr.  Dale  W.  Luehring 

General  Manager 

Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway 


and  Transportation  District 
Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  CA  94129 


Dear  Mr.  Luehring: 

This  letter  is  in  reference  to  your  letter  of  27  July  1973  in  which  you 
requested  Corps  of  Engineers  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal,  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway 
and  Transportation  District,  California. 

U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  regulatory  permits  will  be  required  for  the 
dredging,  possible  filling  and  construction  activities  planned  for  this 

project . 

We  feel  the  draft  EIR  adequately  discusses  the  associated  impacts  and 
proposed  alternatives. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  your  EIR. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Chief,  Engineering  Division 


LIVERMORE,  JR.  RONALD  REAGAN 

RETARY  GOVERNOR  OF 

CALIFORNIA 


THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  OF  CALIFORNIA 

SACRAMENTO,  CALIFORNIA 

CCT  2 ? 1 373 


Mr.  Dale  W.  Luehrlng 
General  Manager 
Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway 
and  Transportation  District 
Box  9000^  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  CA  94129 

Dear  Mr.  Luehring: 

By  your  letter  of  July  27j  1973*  you  transmitted  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  "Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal,  Larkspur, 
California"  and  requested  comments  and  recommendations  from 
the  State  of  California.  Review  of  this  statement  has  been 
coordinated  with  the  Departments  of  Conservation,’  Fish  and 
Game,  Navigation  and  Ocean  Development,  Parks  and  Recreation, 
and  Water  Resources;  the  Air  Resources  Board;  the  State  Water 
Resources  Control  Board;  the  Division  of  State  Lands;  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission;  and 
the  Division  of  Bay  Toll  Crossings.  . 

The  subject  report  generally  describes  the  proposed  project’s 
impact  on  the  shoreline  and  fish  and  wildlife  of  San  Francisco 
Bay.  The  restoration  of  188  acres  of  diked  land  into  viable 
marsh,  under  the  selected  Larkspur  site  alternative,  as  sug- 
gested in  Appendix  L of  the  report,  would  adequately  mitigate 
for  habitat  losses  resulting  from  the  project.  However,  the 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  would  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  review  and  comment  on  this  or  any  other  mitigation  proposal 
prior  to  its  approval. 

The  report  states  that: 

depopulation  of  the  dredged  channel  by  benthic 
organisms  would  begin  soon  after  dredging.  In 
a study  conducted  in  Chesapeake  Bay,  the  total 
number  of  individuals  in  bottom  samples  was 
restored  in  18  months;  however,  species  distri- 
bution and  numbers  were  altered." 

V similar  study  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife  in  San  Pablo  Bay  indicated  the  numerical  abundance  of 
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benthlc  organisms,  demersal  fish,  and  shrimp  was  significantly 
lower  in  dredged  than  in  undredged  areas. 

The  reestablishment  of  benthic  animal  communities  in  the  dredged 
areas  to  preproject  densities  and  composition  levels  may  be 
curtailed  by  frequent  maintenance  dredging.  The  increased 
flushing  action  resulting  from  the  deeper  channels  may  also 
impede  the  recovery  of  these  important  benthic  animal  popula- 
tions. The  report  does  not  evaluate  the  significance  of  these 
modifications  on  the  fish  and  birdlife  that  utilize  these  small 
animals  for  their  food  supply. 

It  is  also  stated  in  the  report  that  mollusk,  invertebrate,  and 
crustacean  populations  in  the  project  area  are  at  their  peak 
densities  from  March  to  June.  In  addition,  it  was  stated  that 
the  optimum  season  for  dredging  is  the  summer  months  (June  - 
September).  The  report  does  not  evaluate  the  impact  dredging 
would  have  on  fish  and  wildlife  if  these  peak  densities  are 
removed. 

The  report  states  that  one  of  the  reasons  the  summer  months 
were  selected  for  dredging  is  the  high  oxygen  levels  in  the 
Bay  resulting  from  the  spring  algal  blooms.  This  statement  is 
misleading.  The  dissolved  oxygen  levels  in  the  water  resulting 
from  algal  blooms  will  be  high  during  the  daytime;  however,  at 
night  the  oxygen  level  will  drop  in  some  instances  below  the 
level  necessary  to  sustain  aquatic  animal  life. 

The  alternative  project  site  chosen  required  that  some  32.8  acres 
of  mud  flat  be  dredged  initially,  considerably  more  than  in 
other  alternatives.  Dr.  R.  B.  Krone  (Appendix  J)  has  suggested 
a dike  (wall)  be  constructed  to  provide  for  a confined  entrance 
channel  that  would  result  in  less  shoaling  --  thus,  less  mainte- 
nance dredging.  This  suggestion  for  the  recommended  alterna- 
tive should  be  investigated  further.  Without  such  a wall, 
maintenance  dredging  will  be  necessary  every  three  years. 

The  suggestion  concerning  marsh  restoration  on  the  Muzzi  property 
employing  dredge  spoils  from  the  project  area  appears  to  be  most 
reasonable.  However,  specific  precautions  would  be  needed  if 
spoil  material  contaminated  with  heavy  metals  is  used.  If  water 
disposal  is  considered,  then  a portion  of  the  dredged  sediment 
(that  representing  samples  sediment  1 through  5)  would  not  be 
allowed  to  be  dumped  into  waters  of  the  State. 
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In  the  section  on  "Need  for  Monitoring"  on  pages  5^-55 > it 
is  recommended  that  the  air  monitoring  period  be  extended  to 
a year  before  and  after  the  opening  of  the  terminal.  This  is 
necessary  to  help  smooth  out  seasonal  variations  that  might 
mask  the  results  if  only  six  months  before  and  after  measure- 
ments were  made. 

The  report  is  deficient  in  its  treatment  of  the  historical  and 
archeological  values  of  the  site.  Further  consideration  should 
be  given  in  the  body  of  the  report  to  the  possibility  that  the 
site  of  the  landing  of  Sir  Francis  Drake  in  1579  was  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  this  proposed  development. 

The  report  states  that  the  project  is  designed  to  offer  resi- 
dents of  Marin  County  an  alternative  means  of  commuting  to 
San  Francisco,  but  does  not  elaborate  on  the  location  or  the 
type  of  facilities  that  are  proposed  for  the  San  Francisco 
Terminal.  The  final  EIR  should  describe  the  plans  for  the 
San  Francisco  Terminal. 

Comments  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development 
Commission  were  forwarded  directly  to  the  District  by  letter 
of  September  20,  1973. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment . 


Sincerely  yours, 

N.  B.  LIVERMORE,  JR. 
Secretary  for  Resources 
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BALANCED  TRANSPORTATION  PROGRAM 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Robert  Shields 

FROM:  Bob  Harrison  DATE:  August  21,  1973 

SUBJECT:  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal 

Enclosed  is  the  report  on  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  EIR  which  we 
discussed  on  the  telephone. 

This  can  be  used  as  the  official  Balanced  Transportation  Program 
commentary  on  the  EIR. 


RLH/lc 
Enel . 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS 
: MARIN  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA 

P.O.Box  4186  Civic  Center  San  Rafael  94903  Telephone  479*1100 
August  17,  1973 


n 


Uy  W.  hxrtlK.  |*  . Dirrcic* 
Uwrmc*  K l»Vr.  Auattnt  0'<rcio» 
Mario  Kalmrxn.  DrpuCy  Owrclo* 


Mr.  John  E.  Roberto,  Director 
Planning  and  Community  Development 
City  of  Larkspur 
P.0.  Box  585 

Larkspur,  California  94939 
Dear  Mr.  Roberto: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  August  10,  1973  requesting  an  evaluation 
of  the  conclusions  found  in  the  traffic  section  of  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report. 


The  attached  report  finds  two  portions  of  the  Draft  EIR  which  should  be  questioned. 
First,  the  procedures  used  to  forecast  ferry  patronage  have  been  found  somewhat 
limited  and,  therefore,  should  not  be  heavily  relied  upon  when  making  the  environ- 
mental impact  evaluations.  Secondly,  the  scale  of  expansion  required  in  the  local 
highway  system  to  serve  both  the  recommended  ferry  site  at  Larkspur  and  other  major 
. developments  has  not  been  clearly  specified  by  the  Draft  EIR. 

The  conclusions  from  Appendix  I with  my  comments  are  as  follows: 

1.  It  can  be  agreed  that  the  positive  traffic  impact  of  having  a ferry  terminal 
somewhere  in  Central  Marin  outweigh  the  negative  impact. 

2.  It  can  also  be  agreed  "that  the  Larkspur  site  is  adjacent  to  an  area  with  a 
greater  potential  for  traffic  congestion  than  are  the  alternate  sites." 

3.  The  limited  capability  of  the  method  used  to  make  the  patronage  forecasts, 
however,  makes  it  less  clear  that  the  Larkspur  site  will  divert  more  commute 
trips  and  may,  therefore,  be  "most  desirable  from  a total  traffic  impact 
perspective."  The  mitigating  feature  of  the  greatest  patronage  potential  being 
found  at  the  Larkspur  site  is  weakened  in  the  light  of  the  crudeness  of  current 
ferry  usage  forecasting  procedures. 

If  I can  be  of  any  further  assistance  to  you,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  on  me. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Ray  W.  Foreaker,  Jr.,  Director 



Robert  L.  Harrison,  Coordinator 
Balanced  Transportation  Program 
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MARIN  COUNTY 

BALANCED  TRANSPORTATION  PROGRAM 
Commentary  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal 


The  problem  of  evaluating  the  traffic  impact  of  any  proposed  development  in  the 
Lower  Ross  Valley  continues  to  be  the  fact  that  a number  of  major  developments 
have  been  proposed  and  the  traffic  impact  from  each  of  these  should  be  considered 
only  after  the  impact  for  all  development  has  been  established.  The  Draft  EIR 
refers  vaguely  to  the  Bon  Air  Shopping  Center,  the  Corte  Madera  Shopping  Center, 
and  the  residential  development  proposed  for  the  San  Quentin  peninsula.  A 
coordinated  study  for  this  entire  area  should  be  undertaken  if  local  communities 

are  to  plan  their  own  development  in  a rational  fashion. 

The  primary  source  of  information  used  in  the  Draft  EIR  was  a report  prepared  by 

this  office  titled  "Central  Marin  Ferry  Terminal  Traffic  Impact  Analysis". 

Appendix  I of  the  EIR  quotes  heavily  from  this  report  and  agrees  with  the  traffic 
i analysis  done  by  the  Marin  Balanced  Transportation  Program.  The  Marin  analysis 
concluded  that  the  Larkspur  site  would  have  the  greatest  traffic  impact 
of  all  the  alternative  sites  studied. 

The  Draft  EIR  suggests  that  the  negative  traffic  impact  features  of  the  Larkspur 
site  may  be  mitigated  by  the  greater  patronage  expected  to  use  the  Larkspur 
terminal.  In  other  words,  the  EIR  finds  that  in  order  to  achieve  the  greatest 
ferry  system  use,  it  is  reasonable  to  select  the  Larkspur  site  despite  the  known 
local  traffic  impact. 

Because  it  is  apparent  that  the  conclusions  reached  by  the  EIR-  are  dependent  on 
the  patronage  forecast  for  each  alternative  site,  an  analysis  was  undertaken  of 
the  v/ork  in  Appendix  A of  the  Draft  EIR,  Relative  Patronage  Forecast  for  Alternative 
Sites  of  the  Central  Marin  Ferry  Terminal . 

The  procedures  used  in  Appendix  A have  been  applied  previously  by  the  Balanced 
Transportation  Program  and  are  believed  to  be  the  best  available  at  this  time.  The 
single  most  influential  variable  used  in  this  empirical  method  is  the  travel  time 
from  a persons  home  to  the  ferry  terminal.  This  variable  is  known  as  ferry  access 
time  and  is  weighted  by  a derived  factor  of  2.5.  The  ferry  access  times  used  in  the 
Draft  EIR  along  with  a set  of  access  times  developed  by  County  staff  are  shown  in 
Table  1.  The  differences  in  these  times  do  not  appear  great  but  because  access  time 
is  such  an  influential  variable,  the  relative  use  of  each  potential  site  is  substan- 
tially different  using  the  two  sets  of  numbers.  The  use  factor  for  alternate  sites 
under  each  set  of  assumed  access  times  is  given  in  Table  2. 
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That  a small  change  in  assumptions  can  substantially  alter  the  results  of  the 
empirical  method  used  to  forecast  ferry  system  patronage  raises  major  questions 
as  to  whether  the  method  should  be  heavily  relied  upon  while  making  an  environ- 
mental evaluation  among  terminal  sites.  It  might  be  more  appropriate  to  assume 
that  commuter  usage  of  the  ferry  system  will*  be  approximately  the  same  at  all 
sites  and  then  evaluate  each  site  on  its  own  merits.  The  Marin  staff  report 
referred  to  above  and  used  in  Appendix  I selected  the  second  approach,  that  is 
to  assume  equal  usage  for  each  terminal  site. 

The  Draft  EIR  does  not  include  an  evaluation  of  the  scale  of  local  transportation 
system  expansion  which  will  be  needed  by  each  alternative  ferry  terminal  site 
and  associated  development.  Appendix  I includes  traffic  diagrams  developed  by 
this  office  but  does  not  analyze  the  meaning  of  the  projected  traffic  flows. 

For  example,  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard,  west  of  Highway  101,  will  be  a very 
congested  four  lane  arterial  by  1975  meaning  expansion  to  six  lanes  may  be 
necessary.  By  1990,  this  section  of  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard  will  be  serving 
traffic  suitable  for  an  eight  lane  arterial.  Most  of  this  increase  in  traffic 
will  not  be  from  the  ferry  terminal  itself  but  the  Larkspur  site  will  maximize 
the  local  traffic  impact  caused  by  the  ferry  system. 

The  Draft  EIR  does  not  relate  traffic  which  will  be  generated  from  the  many 
other  developments  proposed  for  the  Greenbrae  area  to  the  relief  from  congestion 
alternative  ferry  terminal  sites  could  provide. 

The  Draft  EIR  concludes  that  a ferry  terminal  somewhere  in  central  Marin  is  better 
than  no  terminal  at  all  from  a traffic  impact  perspective.  . This  seems  to  be  a 
reasonable  conclusion  although  the  EIR  does  not  quantify  the  relief  provided  to 
commute  travel  versus  the  increased  congestion  at  the  site  itself.  The  EIR  also 
concludes  that  the  Larkspur  site  has  the  highest  potential  for  traffic  congestion, 
again  a reasonable  conclusion,  and  then  suggests  Larkspur  may  be  the  preferable 
due  to  its  increased  patronage  potential.  This  last  conclusion  should  be  more 
carefully  considered  in  the  light  of  the  analysis  of  the  patronage  forecasting 
procedures  presented  above. 
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TABLE  1 


As  Appears  in 
Site 

Larkspur 
San  Quentin 
San  Rafael 

As  Applied  by 
Larkspur 
San  Quentin 
San  Rafael 


Site 

Larkspur 
San  Quentin 
San  Rafael 


Ferry  Terminal  Access  Times  (Minutes) 
Appendix  A,  Draft  EIR,  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal 


Lower  Ross 
Valiev 

Upper  Ross 
Valley 

San  Rafael 
Basin 

Las  Gallinas 
Valley 

Novato 

Area 

10 

20 

15 

17 

25 

15 

25 

16 

18 

26 

14 

24 

15 

17 

25 

Marin  Balanced  Transportation 

Program 

10 

20 

14 

19 

27 

14 

19 

13 

18 

26 

13 

18 

12 

17 

25 

TABLE  2 


Relative  Patronage  Forecast 
Central  Marin  Ferry  Terminal  - 1975 

Appendix  A 
Draft  EIR 


Marin  Balanced 
Transportation  Program 


Percent  of 

Commuters  Larkspur  Use 


Percent  of 
Commuters  Larkspur  U; 


3200 

3200 

- " 

1696 

53% 

2464 

77% 

2272 

71% 

2912 

91% 
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CITY  OF  LARKSPUR 

MARIN'  COUNTY.  CALIFORNIA  04939 

P.  O.  BOX  58^*  • 400  MMMOUA  AVENUE 

PHONE.  924-5409  / 


JOSEPH  A.  FOREST 
ROY  HOFFMAN' 
HARLAN  BARRY 


30  August  1973 


Golden  Gate  Bridge  and  Highway  Transportation 
District 

Administration  Building 

Toll  Plaza 

San  Francisco,  Ca 


Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report.  Larkspur  Ferry 

Terminal.  July  1973. 


Gentlemen : 


The  City  of  Larkspur  on  August  22,  1973,  held  a joint 
meeting  of  the  City  Council  and  the  Planning  Commission  to 
review  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  for 
the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal.  The  specific  purpose  of  the 
review  was  to  determine  the  impact  of  the  proposed  ferry 
terminal  on  the  City’s  services,  plans  and  policies. 

The  following  is  a summary  of  the  City's  comments  on 
the  proposed  Ferry  Terminal  and  the  design  of  the  facility 
which  should  be  incorporated  into  the  final  Environmental 
Impact  Report. 

(1)  The  master  plan  for  the  Ferry  Terminal  should  comply 
with  Larkspur’s  General  Plan.  Therefore,  the  Council 
and  Commission  are  opposed  to  extensive  commercial 
development  on  the  terminal  site  and  note  that  there 
is  a direct  conflict  between  the  proposed  commercial 
development  in  the  terminal’s  second  phase  and  the 
City’s  Park  and  Recreation  Element. 

(a)  The  City’s  adopted  Park  and  Recreation  Element 
states  that  there  should  be  an  open  space 
buffer  with  bicycle  path  and  pedestrian  way 
adjacent  to  East  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd.  and 
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the  buffer  should  be  maintained  according  to 
specifications  of  the  Park  and  Recreation 
Master  Plan. 

(b)  Visual  access  from  East  Sir  Francis  Drake 
to  the  Bay  is  to  be  maintained. 

(2)  The  City  of  Larkspur  requests  that  the  Bridge  District 
consult  and  work  with  the  City  on  the  design  and  loca- 
tion of  Ferry  Terminal  support  facilities  (i.e.,  com- 
mercial and  office). 

(3)  The  existence  of  the  Ferry  Terminal  will  require  the 
redesign  of  the  Greenbrae  interchange  and  the  widening 
of  East  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd. 

(a)  The  Bridge  District  should  cooperate  with  the 
City  of  Larkspur  in  accomplishing  the  redesign 
and  widening  work  and  related  public  utilities . 

(4)  The  EIR  mitigates  the  Impact  of  the  terminal  on 
police  and  fire  services , whereas  the  City  feels 
that  additional  traffic  and  fire  services  will  have 
to  be  provided. 

(5)  The  fuel  storage  tanks  should  be  undergrounded  and 
additional  fire  hydrants  added  to  provide  adequate 
fire  safety. 

(6)  The  EIR  does  not  mention  the  economic  impact  of  the 
ferry  system  on  Marin  County,  including  costs  to 
the  Taxpayer  to  subsidize  the  system. 

(7)  The  timing,  routes  and  cost  of  the  shuttle  bus 
service  to  the  overall  ferry  system  is  not  covered 
in  the  EIR. 

(8)  Traffic  analysis  did  not  take  Into  consideration 
adjacent  developments  to  the  north  and  the  proposed 
shopping  center. 


It  is  a request  of  the  City  of  Larkspur  that  these  comments 
be  considered  and  entered  as  a matter  of  record  in  the 
final  EIR. 


Sincerely , 


Alfred  J.  Mai vino 
Ma^or 
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ENGINEERS  AND  PLANNERS 

ROY  H.  HOFFMAN 

CIVIU  ANO  STRUCTURAL  ENGINEER  AUgUSt  17,  1973 

OEN  C.  ALBRITTON 

CIVIU  ANO  STRUCTURAL  ENGINEER 
JOHN  L.  RILEY 

UANO  SURVEYOR 


35  MITCHELL  BOULEVARD 
SAN  RAFAEL.  CALIFORNIA  94303 
{41  SJ  479-4351 


To  Mr.  Kent  B.  Bathurst,  City  Manager 
From  Roy  H.  Hoffman,  City  Engineer 

Re:  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal 

The  following  are  my  comments  with  respect  to  the  subject  report: 


FERRY  TERMINAL  EFFECT  ON  OVERALL  COMMUTE  TRAFFIC 

At  the  present  time  a total  of  95,000  cars  per  day  use  the  101 
Highway  and  the  Bridge  to  travel  to  and  from  Marin  and  San 
Francisco.  Of  this  number,  the  ferry  project  will  eliminate 
1,600  cars  per  day.  A more  direct  comparison  may  be  made  by 
noting  that  the  current  peak  hourly  bridge  traffic  of  7,000  cars 
should  be  reduced  by  the  peak  hour  ferry  terminal  traffic  of  900 
cars.  While  ferry  usage  will  increase  with  time,  bridge  traffic 
in  1990  will  increase  to^ about  160,000  cars  per  day. 

Therefore,  it  must  be  concluded  that  the  major  solution  to  the 
automobile  problem,  assuming  that  growth  continues,  is  ultimately 
an  efficient  rapid  transit  system. 

The  ferry  in  conjunction  with  local  bussing  must  realistically 
be  considered  as  an  enjoyable  and  interesting  alternative  to  the 
aggravating  automobile  commute  rather  than  a significant  solution 
to  the  overall  traffic  problem. 


FERRY  TERMINAL  EFFECT  ON  LOCAL  TRAFFIC 


a.  East  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 


Now 

Cars  per  day  7,000 
Cars  per  hour  one  way  600 
Ferry  terminal  traffic 


1974  with  Ferry 
8,000 
1,500 

900  cars/hr. 


1990 

20,000 

4,000 

1,300  cars/hr. 


Although  the  peak  hour  lane  traffic  on  the  bridge  is  1,700  cars,  a 
reasonable  design  limit  is  1,000  - 1,200  cars.  The  ferry  terminal 
will  therefore  require  a widening  on  E.S.F.D.  to  four  lanes  total 
with  adequate  turn-out  lanes.  Distant  future  traffic  may  require 
an  additional  two  lanes.  Proposed  design  includes  a 114.5  foot 
right  of  way,  two  traffic  lanes  in  each  direction,  two  parking 


Mr.  Kent  B.  Bathurst 
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lanes.,  a landscaped  median  strip,  sidewalks  and  a bicycle  path 
tne  water  side. 

The  main  traffic  problems  will  occur  at  intersection  terminal 
points  rather  than  the  roadway  itself.  Proposed  design  includes 
a lane  occupancy  controlled  signal  system  at  the  ferry  terminal 
intersection.  The  system,  which  is  the  most  advanced  available, 
was  used  at  Doherty-Magnolia. 

b.  U.S.  101  - Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard  Interchange. 

This  interchange  will  produce  a traffic  conflict  in  the  morning 
for  southbound  offramp  traffic  destined  for  the  ferry  terminal 
intersecting  the  westbound  lane  of  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard.  . 

Another  conflict  will  be  the  merging  of  eastbound  traffic  on  Drake 
with  northbound  traffic  entering  the  eastbound  lanes  heading  toward 
the  ferry  terminal. 

In  the  evening  a lesser  conflict  will  occur  when  Drake  westbound 
traffic  desiring  to  head  north  on  101  makes  left  turns  into 
eastbound  Drake  traffic. 

The  merging  problem  will  be  eliminated  v/hen  the  railroad  trestle 
problem  is  solved.  Minor  interchange  modification,  together  with 
signals  at  the  aforementioned  conflict  points,  will  minimize  the 
two  traffic  conflict  problems. 

DRAINAGE 

The  surface  area  of  the  parking  lot  will  increase  runoff  which  in 
itself  is  not  serious.  Consideration  however  should  be  given  to 
the  minimization  of  petroleum  product  contaminents  as  they  are 
washed  into  the  channel  from  the  parking  area. 

Alternative  solutions  include  the  continuous  cleaning  of  the 
parking  area  as  wall  as  the  more  practical  aspect  of  carrying  the 
drainage  runoff  into  the  deeper  parts  of  the  channel. 

SANITARY  SEWAGE 

Contributory  sewage  flow  from  the  ferry  terminal  of  65  gallons 
per  minute  is  insignificant. 

The  report  recommends  that  sewage  from  the  scattered  dischargers 
within  the  basin  be  collected  at  a central  point  and  limiting  the 
existing  main  sewage  trunk  line  to  one  or  two  taps. 

Deepening  the  channel  will  aid  in  dispersal  of  the  highly  organic 
material  now  present  in  the  outfall  sewage. 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
BA1]  CHAPTER 
SIERRA  CLUB 

5608  COLLEGE  AVENUE  / OAKLAND,  CALIFORNIA  94618  / (415)  658-7470 


August  30 , 1973 

President  Stephan  Leonoudakis,  and  Directors, 

Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District 
Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  Calif.  94129 

Gentlemen: 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
on  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  Site.  The  EIR  appears  to  be  a quite  thorough  one, 
reflecting  considerable  effort  and  a careful  analysis  of  significant  issues  by 
the  consultants. 

The  Chapter,  along  with  other  organizations  in  Marin  County,  had  opposed  the  use 
of  the  Larkspur  site  for  the  ferry  terminal.  We  had  urged  that  other  sites  be 
considered,  because  its  utilization  for  this  purpose  would  cause  considerable 
environmental  damage,  particularly  from  the  extensive  dredging  required.  This 
concern  has  generally  been  sustained  by  the  findings  in  the  draft  EIR. 

J However,  there  is  apparently  no  suitable  alternative  available.  The  San  Quentin 
Village  site  (#4)  appears  totally  unacceptable,  as  it  would  essentially  destroy  the 
present  character  of  the  village,  and  pose  operational  difficulties.  The  San  Quentin 
North  site  (#5)  appears  marginally  acceptable,  and  would  also  have  negative  impacts; 
while  a terminal  would  be  possible  there,  overall  it  does  not  appear  worth  pursuing 
as  an  alternate  to  the  Larkspur  location.  (The  apparently  reduced  patronage  at  this 
location  is  not  a significant  factor.  This  would  apply  probably  only  on  a short-term 
basis,  and  the  difference  between  SQ  North  and  Larkspur  would  likely  be  minimal  after 
a terminal  has  been  in  operation  for  a few  years.)  While  the  main  San  Quentin  Prison 
site  (#3)  was  not  reported  on  as  thoroughly  as  the  others,  what  is  in  the  EIR  would 
not  contradict  our  contention  that  this  was  the  most  desirable  location  for  the 
terminal.  It  is  regrettable  that  the  State  Department  of  Corrections  has  decided 
not  to  release  the  land  for  this  purpose. 

We  therefore  withdraw  our  opposition  to  the  Larkspur  site,  and  urge  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  District  to  proceed  with  its  development.  We  have  always  strongly  supported 
the  ferry  system,  and  feel  it  will  play  an  important  role  in  meeting  both  commuter 
and  recreational  travel  needs  in  this  corridor.  At  the  same  time,  certain  questions 
were  raised  by  the  report.  We  wish  to  mention  them,  and  ask  that  they  be  clarified 
and  resolved  prior  to  the  time  the  necessary  permits  are  obtained  from  BCDC  and  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  Our  endorsement  is  then  qualified,  depending  upon  such 
resolution. 

1)  Muzzi  Property  - The  draft  EIR  proposes  that  a portion  of  the  dredging  spoils  be 
, placed  on  the  Muzzi  property  to  raise  it  to  the  proper  elevation,  so  that  this  present: 
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diked  off  area  can  be  re-exposed  to  Bay  tidal  action  and  restored  as  a viable  marsh. 
We  strongly  commend  the  consultants  and  the  Bridge  District  for  this  proposal,  and 
regard  it  as  providing  significant  mitigation  for  the  damage  associated  with  the 
Larkspur  site.  Our  major  concern  is  that  this  become  a reality.  We  would  like  to 
see  the  problems  re  land  acquisition,  cost,  planning  for  implementation,  and  approval 
by  various  agencies  including  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  worked  out 
as  much  as  possible  in  the  immediate  future,  so  that  its  practicality  can  be  assured. 

One  aspect  of  the  proposal  - to  permit  40  acres  to  remain  in  present  ownership  for 
development  purposes  - we  do  question.  This  area  should  remain  in  open  space,  which 
7ould  be  most  in  keeping  with  the  character  of  the  adjoining  land,  and  with  the  Mann 
County  Master  Plan.  We  would  oppose  the  use  of  this  40  acre  section  for  the  purpose 
described. 

2)  Speed  of  Ferryboat  in  Channel  - The  main  text  of  the  report  (See  pages  29  and  30) 
implies  that  the  ferries  will  be  operating  in  the  dredged  channel  at  an  unspecified 
reduced  speed.  This  lew  speed  presumably  will  result  in  minimizing  or  eliminating 
any  damage  to  the  Heerdt  Marsh  caused  by  wave  action  of  the  boats.  However,  in 
Appendix  "A"  prepared  by  Kaiser  Engineers  on  patronage  forecasts,  there  is  this 
statement  in  the  second  paragraph  on  page  A-8  (Ferry  Line  Haul  Time) : . . curien 

plans  and  data  on  the  boat  and  the  channel  indicate  that  a reduced  speed  in  the 
channel  is  not  required."  The  thought  of  a relatively  large  vassel /rave^g. 
in  a narrow  channel,  closely  bordered  by  a shoreline  on  one  side  and  a mudflat  and 
marsh  on  the  other,  with  possible  additional  boat  traffic,  seems  absurd.  We  would 
like  this  cleared  up. 


3)  A Possible  Dike  to  Retard  Shoaling  - Appendix  J represents  the  detailed  report  of 
the  consultant  who  evaluated  the  problem  of  shoaling  of  the  channel.  On  pages  J-5 
through  J-8,  there  is  considerable  discussion  of  a barrier  along  the  south  edge 

of  the  channel,  as  a means  of  reducing  the  shoaling  rate  of  the  dredged  channel. 

This  barrier,  comprising  over  "10,000  linear  feet  of  wall"  (J-7)  to  separate  the 
ferry  channel  from  the  adjoining  mud  flat,  was  estimated  to  reduce  the  re-siltation 
rate  in  the  channel  from  1 . 2 feet  a year  to  ^ feet  a year. 

The  strong  implication  of  the  shoaling  consultants  report  was  that  this  breakwater 
solution  be  considered  and  studied.  However,  there  is  no  reference  to  this  in  the 
main  text  of  the  EIR,  which  accepts  the  1.2  feet  per  year  figure  and  assumes 
maintenance  dredging  (apparently  approximately  every  3 years) . If  the  latter  is 
definitely  so,  then  there  is  no  concern.  However,  if  there  is  any  possibility  that 
a barrier  might  be  considered  in  the  future  as  a way  of  coping  with  the  shoaling 
problem,  then  we  want  this  studied  now.  Such  a wall  could  have  very  serious 
environmental  consequences,  and  be  unsightly,  and  we  do  not  want  to  have  this  sprung 
on  us  as  a necessary  action  after  the  terminal  is  in  operation. 

4)  Terminal  Development  and  Surrounding  Developmental  Impact  - We  are  concerned  about 
the  density  of  development  in  and  around  the  ferry  terminal.  This  is  perhaps  the  one 
major  impact  that  is  not  as  thoroughly  assessed  in  the  draft  EIR.  Whatever  development 
is  undertaken  should  reflect  that  the  major  purpose  of  the  ferry  system  is  to  alleviate 
an  listing,  regional  transportation  problem,  and  not  to  create  new  development  and 
traffic  to  justify  its  existence.  With  this  in  mind,  we  make  the  following 
recommendations,  which  are  in  some  instances  directed  primarily  to  the  County  of 
Marin  and  the  City  of  Larkspur. 
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a)  Ferry  Terminal  - This  should  remain  minimally  developed.  Parking  for  1200  cars 

is  excessive;  the  600  car  capacity  proposed  for  the  first  phase  should  remain  the  limit. 
Major  effort  should  be  expended  in  developing  an  effective  feeder  bus  operation,  as 
well  as  facilitating  bicycle  access'  from  the  neighboring  communities.  The  commercial 
development  proposed  for  the  terminal  should  not  be  undertaken. 

b)  Woods  Island  - The  draft  EIR  mentions  that  this  location,  in  private  ownership, 
has  been  proposed  for  development  as  a motel.  This  is  totally  inappropriate;  V.’oods 
Island  should  remain  undeveloped,  and  suitable  action  should  be  taken  to  ensure  this. 
Keeping  this  area  open  will  help  to  keep  more  bird  life  around  the  mouth  of  the 
Corte  Madera  Creek,  which  otherwise  will  leave  that  area  because  of  the  terminal 
development  and  activity. 

C)  The  development  on  the  Hutchinson  property  should  be  kept  within  bounds.  High 
density  development  here  would  aggravate  the  traffic  problems,  and  work  against 
realizing  the  modest  population  growth  envisioned  in  the  County  Plan. 

d)  Traffic  - We  are  still  very  concerned  about  congestion  at  the  Greenbrae-101 
interchange  and  the  terminal  entrance  on  Sir  Francis  Drake,  and  urge  that  a plan  be 
worked  out  to  deal  with  it. 

We  hope  that  these  concerns  can  be  dealt  with  expeditiously,  and  recommend  that  a 
citizens  committee  be  formed  to  advise  the  Bridge  District  on  the  implementation 
of  the  terminal  plans. 


Sincerely, 

San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter,  Sierra  Club 
Helen  Burke,  Conservation  Chairman 


Lester  Cohen 
268  Woodward  St. 

Saxusalito,  Calif.  94965 
332-3295  (Off.  - 752-7180) 
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SECRETARY  OF 
THE  l)lSl RiCT 


August  30,  1973 


To  the  Golden  Gate  bridge  Listrict  Directors 


Please  enter  this  statement  in  the  hearing  on  Aug  ust  30,  1973 
on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  p roposed 
Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  site. 


I ask  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  District  Directors  HOT  to  accept  the 


draft  EIR  report  for  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  site  because  the 
rep  ort  is  incomplete  and  inaccurate  in  a number  of  fundamental  ways 

It  is  incomplete  because: 

1.  The  mitigation  measures  of  adverse  effects  are  not  based  on 
what  the  Bridge  District  is  actually  going  to  do,  but  simply 
on  v/hat  Madrone  Associates  things  should  be  done  or  recommends 
to  be  done  or  thinks  mights  be  done.  But  Madrone  Associates 
is  not  going  to  develop  the  Terminal.  The  re  is  no  commitment 
by  the  Bridge  District  in  its  plan  or  any  action  by  the 
Bridge  District  Directors  that  these  will  be  done. 

A few  examples: 

.p.  ii  - "mitigation  measures  which  have  been  co nsldered" 


"restoration  of  a marsh  area... is  proposed" 
p.  51  - "it  appears  that  the  Kuzzi  property  might  become 
available" 


p.  52  - "the  approach  channel  should  be  designed  so  Quentin 


peninsula  shellfish  bed  is  not  damaged" 
p.  52  - "a  nature  center  is  re comm ended" 
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p 52  - "proper  cleaning  of  the  perking  lot  con  limit 
pollution  of  the  Creek" 

L-2  - "the  Muzzi  property  Is  under  consideration  as  a land 

disposal  site" 

Wot  all  alternatives  to  the  Larkspur  site  are  given  due 
consideration. 

A change  in  working  hours  by  some  Dusinesses  in  San  Francisco 
to  reduce  the  number  of  commuters  now  concentrated  in  peak  time 
is  not  discussed.  Nor  is  preferential  hiring  of  Sen  Francisco 
residents  in  the  financial  district,  which  Y/ouid  have  the  seme 
effect.  Nor  are  the  development  of  more  office  building  jobs 
in  Marin  County  for  Marin  residents. 

Slower  development  of  a Central  Marin  Ferry  Terminal  is  not 
discussed  in  detail  nor  is  equal  attention  paid  to  the  use  of 
the  San  Quentin  Prison  site  for  a ferry  terminal.  What  is  the 
unforeseeable  future  to  one  man  may  turn  out  to  be  the 
actual  foreseeable  future. 

The  Socio-Economic  section  of  the  report  is  notably  incomplete. 
It  does  not  include  any  account  of  the  costs  of  the  Terminal 
or  the  sources  of  revenue  for  these  costs,  for  example,  the 
impending  increase  in  Bridge  tolls  and  future  increases  in 
tolls,  the  decrease  in  reserves,  or  costs  to  be  borne  by 
Larkspur,  the  Sanitary  District,  etc. 

Not  all  adverse  effects  are  included  in  the  report.  On  p.  66 
the  report  takes  the  position  that  the  Ferry  Terminal  will 
accommodate  growth  rather  than  promote  it.  But  the  report 
says  nothing  about  BCBC’s  Design  Boards  recommendation  that 
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the  bridge  District  Keep  the  area  free,  at  commercial  development 
in  fact,  the  report  indicates  there  will  be  commercial  develop- 
ment. 

The  report  minimizes  the  fact  that  there  will  be  four  lsrge 
fuel  storage  tenKs.  Figure  2 and  4 do  not  show  the  tanxs. 

There  is  no  consideration  of  the  request  Dy  the  LarKspur  Fire 
Chief,  who  v/iil  be  responsible  for  fire  safety  of  the  area, 
that  the  storage  tanKs  be  built  underground. 

There  is  no  acknowledgment  or  discussion  t hat  the  existence 
of  the  Ferry  Terminal  at  that  site  will  engender  faster  and 
denser  development,  with  its  accompanying  environmental 
problems,  on  the  eg joining  TI  property  and  on  nearpy  sites 
where  developers  are  pushing  for  shopping  center  construction. 
There  is  no  definite  plan  for  the  disposal  of  maintenance 
dredging  spoils  nor  an  account  of  ho w often  maintenance 
dredging  will  be  needed  and  spoils  disposed  of. 

The  rep  ort  is  inaccurate  and  sometimes  vague,  especially 
in.  regard  to  the  intended  benefits,  of  the  Ferry  Terminal  on 
the  LarKspur  site.  Throughout  the  report  there  is  reference 
to  the  fact  that  the  LarKspur  site  would  remove  more  cars 
from^  Highway  101  and  the  Bridge  than  other  sites,  but* 
throughout  the  report  there  is  a confusion  in  figures  cited 
as  to  whether  these  are  total  riders  or  commuters  and  on  p.46 
the  report  talks  about  "possible  removal  of  lbOO  cars  a day 
from  Highway  101  ana  the  Bridge". 


. 


There  ere  a number  of  inaccuracies  and  imcompleteness  in 
regsro  to  the  Greenbrae  ooardwaltf. 

On  rigure  1 and  6 other  things  ere  identified,  but  not  the 
houses  on  the  Greenoree  Boardwalk. 

p.  6 says  "Residential  development  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
site  consist  of  js xm  small  cottage- style  houses  along  a 
boardwalk  which  extends  into  the  Heerat  marsh", 
p.  10  says  "the  Greenbrae  Boardwalk  and  old  dwellings..." 
p.  13  says  "houses  along  the  Greenbrae  ooerdwalk  on  the 
Heerat  Marsh" 

The  houses  on  the  Greenorae  boardwalk  are  not  cottage- style. 
They  are. ouilt  on  mudsills.  Some  are  small,  some  are 
medium  and  some  are  large.  Most  are  old  but  some  are  new. 

If  one  says  they  are  on  the  Heerat  marsh,  it  gives  the 
impression  that  the  property  owners  on  the  Greenbrae  bowarawalk 
do  not  own  their  own  land,  which  they  do. 

p.  50  says  "Construction  of  a oerm  between  the  parking  lot 
end  the  State  Lands  marsh  will  significantly  reduce  both  the 
visual  and  noise  impact-  on  the  Greenbrae  Boardwalk  resiaents, 
on  boaters  along  Corte  Madera  CreeK  and  on  wildlife  in  the 
marsh."  It  is  not  clear,  even  with  the  help  of  an  unaDrlcged 
disctionary,  what  a berm  is  and  how  it  will  function. 


Ldith  Mtt,  Secretary 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  TOMORROW 
80  Merced  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  California 


c 


August  30,  1973 


PH 


Board  of  Directors 
Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and 
Transportation  District 
P.  O.  Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  California  94129 

Gentlemen : 

SAN  FRANCISCO  TOMORROW  supports  the  expanded  ferry  system  and  the 
central  Marin  terminal  in  Larkspur. 

We  hope  the  District  will  work  with  our  Marin  County  environmental 
friends  to  assure  that  as  little  negative  impact  as  possible  will 
occur  with  the  Larkspur  site. 

We  emphasize,  however,  that  the  creation  of  the  ferry  system  can 
have  only  a positive,  beneficial  environmental  impact  in  San  Fran- 
cisco. Anything  that  presents  an  alternative  to  the  use  of  our 
city  streets  by  automobiles  and  buses,  or  that  negates  the  need  for 
greedy,  disruptive  and  land-gobbling  alternatives  such  as  freeways, 
bus  tunnels  or  rights  of  way  can  only  be  a benefit  to  San  Francisco 

Sincerely 


Jean  Kortum 

SAN  FRANCISCO  TOMORROW 


■ 
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August  31,  1973 


Directors 

Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway, 
and  Transportation  District 
P.  O.  Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  California  94129 

Gentlemen: 

I understand  that  an  environmental  study  is  being  made  of 
the  proposed  Corte  Madera  - Larkspur  Golden  Gate  Ferry 
Terminal  site. 


CO 

uu 
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While  we  are  all  greatly  concerned  with  environmental 
control,  we  do  feel  that  the  engineering  department  of  the  Bridge 
District  has  already,  in  this  instance,  taken  great  pains  to  work 
toward  the  building  of  a modern  ferry  terminal  which  is  desperately 
needed  to  service  the  ever  increasing  commuter  needs  in  this  area, 
-and  which  will,  at  the  same  time,  actually  improve  and  enhance  the 
proposed  site  for  such  terminal. 


Therefore,  we  strongly  recommend  that  the  Directors  do  all 
within  their  power  to  promote  the  early  construction  of  this  facility 
which  will  be  of  such  great  benefit  to  the  community. 


Very  truly  yours. 


CJSrmb 
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27  Pern  Road 
Kentfield,  CA  949Q4 

October  1,  1973 


Board  of  Directors 

Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District 
Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  CA  94129 


Dear  Sirs; 


Regarding  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  of  the  Larkspur 
Perry  Terminal  and  the  information  and  comments  made  therein. 

The  two  areas  I wish  to  express  my  concern  about  that  have  not 
been  detailed  enough  are  (1)  the  lighting  at  night  of  the 
Terminal  area  and  (2)  the  assumption  the  Muzzi  property  could 
take  the  1,300,000  cubic  yards  of  dredging  spoils  and  still 
be  capable  of  a type  of  marsh  regeneration.  This  assumption 
was  based  on  data  from  south  Bay  experiments  that  deal  with 
after-the-fact  dredging  spoils  and  at  tidal  variences  and 
water  table -land  subsidence  variences  much  different  than  those 
in  the  Corte  Madera  Muzzi  property  vicinity. 

(1) 

On  the  lighting  of  the  area  - As  the  report  says  and  I concur, 
the  subdivision  of  the  Greeribrae  Boardwalk  on  the  south  bank 
of  Corte  Madera  Creek  should  be  protected  from  visual  and  noise 
impact  penetrating  the  tranquility  of  the  homes  by  construction 
of  a berm.  Not  said  - Automobile  headlights,  overhead  lighting 
and  floodlighting  must  be  planned  so  the  adjacent  marsh  and  the 
Heerdt  Marsh  are  left  in  natural  darkened  state  so  that 
wildlife  dependent  on  darkness  for  safety  may  rest.  Predatory 
animals  that  hunt  at  night  could  deplete  the  area  of  our  remaining 
endangered  species  if  this  was  not  done. 

(2) 

Allowing  that  the  portion  of  the  dredging  spoils  too  polluted 
for  Bay  disposal  were  placed  on  the  Muzzi  property,  this 
390,000  cubic  yards  would  fill  66  acres  to  a depth  of  four  feet 
bringing  the  elevation  level  to  approximately  +9.0  MSL  if 
placed  In  the  extreme  western  central  area. 

Tne  remainder  of  dredging  spoils,  910,000  cubic  yards  need  not 
in  any  respect  be  dumped  on  Muzzi  property  as  there  Is  a very 
definite  alternative  dumping  site  off  Alcatraz. 


Having  had  over  forty  years  of  intimate  knowledge  of  the 
adjacent  Heerdt  Marsh  I am  entirely  in  favor  of  a citizens 
advisory  group  monitoringthe  dredging  spoils  and  method  of 
diking  same  that  go  into  the  Muzzi  property,  the  Madrone 
Associates  and  selected  Environmental  organization  representatives 
as  an  example . 

One  thing  the  Environmental  Report  does  not  go  into  ( still 
going  on  with  (2)  ) which  I "believe  to  be  a grave  oversight 
is  the  limited  experimentation  that  will  be  possible  for 
marsh  rejuvenation  if  the  entrance  channel  spoils  of 
910,000  cubic  yards  is  also  placed  on  the  Muzzi  property.  The 
Report  states,  and  I concur,  that  Cordgrass  will  begin 
growing  in  this  area  at  a tidal  level  which  is  -0.5  MSL. 

There  is  no  area  within  the  Muzzi  property  that  is  below  +1.2  MSL 
with  the  exeption  of  a small  sump  area.  Thus  the  Muzzi  property 
without  any  additional  dredging  spoils  needed  is  at  present 
at  an  ideal  heighth  to  grow  Cordgrass  prolificly  up  to  +3.0MSL. 

As  pickle  weed  begins  to  grow  at  +3’.0  MSL  in  this  area  the  Muzzi 
marsh  is  presently  at  ideal  levels  to  make  a marsh  biologist 
wild  with  delight.  Lagooning  or  island  making  can  presently 
be  made  at  will  with  resultant  prolific  growths  of  Cordgrass 
and  Pickle  weed  once  the  surrounding  dike  . is  opened. 

In  summary  of  (2)  by  adding  the  910,000  cubic  yards  to  the 
remaining  188  acres  of  Muzzi  property  this  property  will  be 
left  not  only  as  a marsh  at  least  one  hundred  years  older, 
it  will  leave  no  room  for  marsh  experimentation  or  planning 
as  there  will  be  too  much  higher  elevation  mud  to  move  around, 
a financial  factor  that  would  defeat  any  planning. 

Although  it  may  appear  otherwise  I do  not  approve  of  any  filling 
of  this  area.  The  dedication  of  229  acres  of  this  255  acres 
for  natural  and  educational  use  would  seem  to  be  the  only 
rationalzation  for  allowing  390,000  cubic  yards  of  spoils  to 
fill  66  acres  of  the  property  and  setting  aside  26 "acres  for 
Bridge  District  U3e  as  a Station  Area  for  a future  Rapid 
Transit  Corridor. 

I request  a definite  commitment  by  the  Bridge  Board  of  Directors 
to  seek  disposal  of  the  unpolluted  portion  of  the  spoils  at  the 
dump  site  off  Alcatraz.  If  the  Muzzi  Marsh  needs  spoils  in  the 
future  for  marsh  regeneration  I am  sure  we  will  know  where  to 
get  them  as  ' wryly  put’  - you  will  be  looking  for  a disposal 
site  for  spoils  every  few  years  in  your  maintenance  dredging. 

I commend  the  Madrone  Associates  for  an  otherwise  extremely 
well  detailed  E.I.R.. 


. Madrone  Associates 


c ,c 
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This  section  responds  to  significant  environmental  issues 
reflecting  written  responses  and  verbal  comments  of  various  public 
hearings  by  the  District  and  by  other  agencies  in  accordance  with 
Section  15126  of  the  CEQA  guidelines.  The  significant  issues  are 
discussed  under  four  headings:  channel  and  harbor,  ferry  terminal, 

traffic  and  mitigation  project.  At  the  beginning  of  each  response 
section  the  source  of  the  comments  is  listed  and  enumerated  where 
possible. 


A.  Channel  and  Harbor  Design 

These  responses  are  to  comments  from  the  following  sources: 

S.  F.  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission: 

1 a-c,  e-g,  2c 

U.  S.  Department  of  Wildlife 

Resources  Agency  of  California 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Sierra  Club 

1.  Exact  channel  and  harbor  configurations  includ- 
ing slope  ratios  are  indicated  on  Plate  2, 
following  the  responses  to  the  comments  in  this 
section. 

2.  The  concept  of  a silt  barrier  has  been  abandoned, 
as  it  is  economically  unfeasible  because  of  an 
initial  high  capital  outlay.  Additionally,  the 
barrier  is  considered  to  have  a major  potential 
negative  impact  on  both  fish  and  wildlife,  an 
opinion  shared  both  by  staff  of  the  Tiburon 
National  Fisheries  and  by  the  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game.  If  shoaling  rates  are  found  to  have 
been  significantly  underestimated,  the  silt 
barrier  may  be  reconsidered  at  a later  date; 
however,  there  are  no  plans  for  this  at  this 
time. 

3.  The  project  will  involve  dredging  1.1  acres  of 
marshland,  primarily  an  island  created  by  dredge 
spoils  now  covered  with  pickleweed,  and  a small 
portion  of  marsh  to  create  a slip  for  the  ferry, 
as  well  as  31.7  acres  of  mud  flat.  426,000  cubic 
yards  will  be  removed  from  the  harbor  area  and 
1,088,000  cubic  yards  from  the  approach  channel 
which  will  be  9,700  feet  long  and  250  feet  wide. 


4.  750,000  cubic  yards  will  be  dredged  hydraulically, 
with  the  material  flowing  directly  to  the  Muzzi 
property,  while  764,000  cubic  yards  will  be 
dredged  by  the  clamshell  method,  loaded  onto 
barges  and  taken  to  Alcatraz  for  dumping.  Dredg- 
ing operations  are  expected  to  be  completed  in 
approximately  five  months. 

5.  Plans  are  currently  being  developed  for  a San 
Francisco  terminal  along  existing  waterfront 
property,  but  are  not  sufficiently  defined  for 
comment  at  this  time.  The  environmental  con- 
sequences of  this  terminal  are  being  evaluated 
in  accordance  with  applicable  Federal  and  State 
laws  and  regulations. 

6.  The  concern  of  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
regarding  the  impact  of  the  removal  of  benthic 
organisms,  as  well  as  the  impact  of  the  dredging 
itself  on  fish  and  other  wildlife,  is  shared 

by  the  District.  On-site  consultations  with 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  staff  and  Tiburon 
National  Fisheries  staff  were  held  during  the 
preparation  of  the  Draft  EIR,  and  it  was  the 
opinion  of  staff  from  both  agencies  that  the 
dredging  would  improve  conditions  for  fish 
using  the  Corte  Madera  Creek,  because  of  the 
amount  of  water  in  the  channel  at  low  tides; 
however,  documentation  is  not  available.  The 
Draft  EIR  comments  on  the  probable  reduction  of 
species  diversity  in  the  dredged  area  (Section 
15143  ID),  but  the  impact  on  fish  is  not  clear. 

It  is  not  known  how  fish  approach  the  channel, 
whether  they  wander  over  the  entire  Corte  Madera 
mud  flat  at  higher  tides  and  retreat  to  the 
channel  at  lower  tides,  or  whether  they  stay 
in  the  deeper  channels  at  all  times;  hence  the 
impact  of  the  dredging  on  fish  is  simply  not 
understood  at  the  present  time.  For  this 
reason,  a monitoring  program  has  not  been 
proposed,  as  there  is  no  data  available;  how- 
ever, informal  experience  with  fishermen  should 
be  checked  on  a regular  basis. 

It  is  anticipated  that  maintenance  dredging  will 
be  required  every  three  years;  however,  it  is 
expected  that  only  the  deep  part  of  the  channel 
used  by  the  ferries  will  be  dredged  at  intervals 
that  frequent  and  thus  there  will  be  repopula- 
tion of  other  portions  of  the  dredged  channel. 

In  that  the  maintenance  dredging  spoils  will 
consist  principally  of  sediments  from  the  mud 
flat,  it  is  expected  that  they  will  be  eligible 
for  disposal  at  Alcatraz. 
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7.  Shoaling  rates  can  only  be  estimated  at  this 
time.  According  to  a mathematical  model  study 
by  R.  B.  Krone,  dated  September  10,  1973,  shoal- 
ing rate  is  estimated  to  be  one  to  two  feet  per 
year.  This  would  yield  approximately  90,000  - 
180,000  cubic  yards  of  sediment  per  year.  Dr, 

Krone  has  suggested  a monthly  monitoring  pro- 
gram throughout  the  first  year  of  operation. 

(Dr.  Krone's  report  follows  the  comments  and 
responses  in  this  section  of  the  EIR. J 

8.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  12-foot  strip  of  mud 
flat  along  the  Heerdt  marsh  will  be  sufficiently 
stable  to  withstand  the  surge  from  the  ferries 
and  sufficiently  wide  to  cause  large  waves  to 
crest  and  break  before  reaching  the  marsh.  Ferry 
operators  will  be  required  to  operate  the  ferries 
so  as  to  produce  a minimum  impact  on  the  Heerdt 
Marsh  and  on  the  State  Lands  Marsh.  Operating 
criteria  will  be  established  during  bay  trials 
prior  to  the  start  of  full  service. 

9.  The  possibility  that  Sir  Francis  Drake  landed 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  was  described  in 
the  Historical  and  Archeological  portion  of  the 
report  (Appendix  C-2) , together  with  the  suggestion 
for  an  archeological  excavation  to  prove  or  dis- 
prove the  theory.  In  that  the  ferry  terminal 

site  consists  of  former  marshland  filled  since 
1924,  further  studies  did  not  seem  relevant. 
However,  the  California  Historical  Society  is 
aware  of  the  project  through  consultation  in 
May  1973. 


B,  Ferry  Terminal 

These  responses  are  to  comments  from  the  following  sources 

S.  F.  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission:  1 a-c 

(construction) , 1 a-b  (public  access) , 3 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
City  of  Larkspur:  1-6 

Town  of  Corte  Madera 
Mr.  Lee  R.  Miller 
Greenbrae  Improvement  Club,  Inc. 

1.  The  space,  30,000  square  feet  plus  12,000  square 
feet  on  the  second  floor  of  some  buildings, 
allocated  for  commercial  facilities  is  located 
so  that  none  is  on  new  fill  and  all  will  cater 
to  ferry  patrons. 


Other  considerations  include  .35  acres  of  fill — 
pilings — for  the  terminal  and  public  access  walk- 
ways as  well  as  a net  increase  of  water  surface 
of  1.46  acres  resulting  from  the  dredging  of  the 
channel  and  harbor  area. 

The  maximum  height  of  any  commercial  structure 
will  be  30  feet,  a height  less  than  the  35-foot 
main  ferry  terminal  structure.  The  structure 
will  not  interfere  with  view  of  the  channel  and 
bay  nor  will  it  interfere  with  public  access  to 
the  channel. 

2 . In  that  any  commercial  development  will  be  ferry- 
patron  oriented,  the  parking  facility  has  been 
designed  to  accommodate  ultimately  1200  cars  for 
ferry  patrons.  An  alternative  of  no  commercial 
development  was  not  considered  in  that  the  type 
of  commercial  development  that  is  projected  will 
provide  amenities  such  as  bicycle  rental  facilities, 
a restaurant,  etc.,  and  thus  enhance  the  facility 
for  ferry  patrons. 

3.  There  will  be  public  access  to  the  channel  along 
Sir  Francis  Drake  and  particularly  around  the 
end  of  the  ferry  channel,  where  there  will  be  a 
walkway  and  a public  fishing  pier.  Views  will 
be  provided  by  public  access  on  the  water  side 
of  structures.  Bicycle  and  pedestrian  paths 
which  tie  into  the  Larkspur  network  of  pathways 
will  all  be  constructed.  The  revised  site  plan 
showing  public  access  follows  the  responses  in 
this  section. 

4.  The  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transporta- 
tion District  has  elected  to  join  in  a Special 
District  with  the  city  of  Larkspur  in  order  to 
work  jointly  on  the  problems  of  utilities,  addi- 
tional police  and  fire  protection,  highway 
widening  and  in  the  matter  of  mutual  planning 
concerns.  The  District  has  estimated  $196,000  , 
at  its  share  for  this  project. 

5.  The  question  of  the  terminal  lighting  was  raised 
because  of  the  impact  on  local  residents.  The 
fixtures  will  be  10-foot-high  incandescent  ball- 
type  fixtures.  The  three-  to  four-foot  berm 
planted  with  trees  and  shrubs  will  shield  the 
marsh  and  the  houses  along  Greenbrae  boardwalk. 

6.  Because  of  the  high  water  table,  fuel  storage 
tanks  cannot  be  placed  underground;  however, 
they  will  be  surrounded  by  an  earth  berm  which 


' 


will  be  planted  with  trees  and  shrubs.  The  berm, 
defined  in  Webster's  Collegiate  Dictionary  as  "a 
narrow  shelf,  path,  or  edge,  as  along  a bank," 
will  consist  of  a three-  to  four-foot  mound  of 
earth  and  will  function  both  as  a safety  device 
around  the  fuel  tanks  and  as  screening  for  the 
entire  project  along  the  Corte  Madera  Creek  side. 


C.  Traffic 


These  responses  are  to  comments  from  the  following  sources: 

Marin  County  Balanced  Transportation  Program 
City  of  Larkspur 
Town  of  Corte  Madera 

1.  A letter  from  JHK  and  Associates  which  responds 
to  the  comments  on  traffic  is  a part  of  this 
attachment  to  the  Draft  EIR.  It  is  expected 
that  while  the  appearance  of  Sir  Francis  Drake 
Boulevard  east  may  change  because  of  roadway 
improvements,  the  traffic  congestion  will  be 
manageable.  The  need  for  area  planning  is  sug- 
gested in  several  comments  and  it  should  be 
pointed  out  that  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  High- 
way and  Transportation  District  and  the  developer 
of  the  Hutchinson  Quarry  have  both  employed  the 
firm  of  JHK  and  Associates  as  consultants,  as 
they  had  been  retained  previously  as  consultants 
for  the  County.  In  this  way  regional  planning 
is  in  effect  going  on.  In  addition,  the  District 
has  agreed  to  form  a Special  District  with  the 
City  of  Larkspur  to  coordinate  roadway  improve- 
ments. Analysis  of  traffic  on  Highway  101 
indicates  an  overall  reduction  in  traffic  in 
the  short  run;  analysis  of  the  effects  of  ferry 
patrons  on  off-ramps  in  Larkspur  should  be  con- 
sidered in  future  highway  planning. 


D.  Mitigation  Project 

These  responses  are  to  comments  from  the  following  sources: 

S.  F.  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission:  Id,  2 a-b 

Resources  Agency  of  California 

Town  of  Corte  Madera 

Sierra  Club 

Mr.  Lee  R.  Miller 

1.  The  Bridge  District  is  proceeding  with  actions 
based  on  the  right  of  eminent  domain  to  acquire 
the  Muzzi  properties  that  have  been  recommended 
as  the  spoils  disposal  area  and  as  a mitigation 
project. 


2.  The  restoration  of  188  acres  of  presently  diked 
marshland  in  the  Muzzi  properties  to  tidal  action 
is  proposed  as  mitigation  for  this  project* 
Approximately  66  acres  will  be  retained  by  the 
district  to  be  set  aside  to  tie  in  with  long- 
range  transit  plans  which  are  not  defined  at 

the  present  time  or  other  uses  to  be  determined. 

3.  A total  of  750,000  cubic  yards  of  dredging  spoils 
will  be  placed  on  the  diked  Muzzi  property, 
including  the  426,000  cubic  yards  considered 
polluted  with  heavy  metals.  As  is  shown  in  tha 
Dredge  Spoils  Disposal  Plan  following  these 
responses,  a new  dike  will  be  constructed  around 
a 66-acre  area  on  the  west  area  of  the  Muzzi 
property,  an  area  presently  ranging  from  five 

to  six  feet  above  MSL.  All  of  the  dredge  spoils 
polluted  with  heavy  metals  will  be  placed  here 
and  covered  with  unpolluted  spoils  to  a height 
of  +11  MSL.  The  remainder  of  the  750,000  cubic 
yards  of  spoils  will  be  placed  on  the  188-acre 
portion  of  the  Muzzi  property  so  that  elevations 
will  range  from  a high  of  +4.6  MSL  on  the 
western  edge  down  to  +1.2  MSL  on  the  eastern 
border.  This  distribution  will  provide  eleva- 
tions suitable  for  pickleweed  at  the  higher 
elevations  and  cord  grass  at  the  lower  elevations. 
This  188-acre  portion  will  be  opened  to  tidal 
action. 

4.  Vegetation  will  be  restored  primarily  by  natural 
means  and  by  a technique  called  sprigging. 
Pickleweed  is  presently  abundant  in  the  Faber 
Tract  in  Palo  Alto  some  two  years  after  the 
dikes  were  opened  to  an  area  similar  to  the 
Muzzi  property.  Rhizome  and  stem  cuttings 
(sprigs)  of  cord  grass  will  be  transplanted,  as 
has  been  done  successfully  in  Palo  Alto  by  Dr. 
Harvey  and  in  an  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  study 
in  North  Carolina.  The  area  will  be  closely 
monitored  by  Madrone  Associates  and  any  new 
techniques  developed  in  current  marsh  restora- 
tion projects  will  be  applied. 

5.  The  environmental  impact  of  such  marsh  restora- 
tion will  be  to  restore  to  productivity  188  acres 
of  marshland.  This  in  turn  will  vastly  enrich 
the  great  Corte  Madera  mud  flat  which  serves  as 

a feeding  ground  for  thousands  of  shorebirds, 
fish  and  other  wildlife.  The  restored  marsh 
will  also  provide  feeding  and  resting  grounds 
for  birds,  fish  and  other  wildlife  such  as  the 
endangered  salt  marsh  harvest  mouse.  The  area 
will  be  greatly  improved  visually  and  because 
of  the  increase  in  wildlife  will  serve  as  a richer 
recreational  and  wildlife  study  area. 


‘ 


In  regard  to  the  marsh  restoration  project, 
Madrone  Associates  would  welcome  further  con- 
sultations with  the  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  and  would  like  to  express  their  apprecia- 
tion for  the  time  and  expertise  contributed  by 
the  Department  in  the  preparation  of  the  Draft 
EIR. 
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Mr.  Frank  C.  Boerger 
Harding-Lawson  Associates 
55  Mitchell  Boulevard 
San  Rafael,  Ca.  94902 

RESULTS  OF  MATHEMATICAL  MODEL  STUDY  ON  CORTE  MADERA  CREEK 

The  report,  "Preliminary  Evaluation  of  Shoaling  at  the  Larkspur 
Ferry  Terminal,"  dated  November  27,  1972,  recommended  that  field  and 
model  studies  be  made  to  further  evaluate  shoaling  rates  in  the  enlarged 
entrance  channel.  This  report  describes  further  estimates  of  the  shoal- 
ing rates  based  on  a model  study  conducted  by  Water  Resources  Engineers 
and  reported  in  the  attached  letter.  The  purposes  of  this  portion  of 
the  investigation  are  to  determine  the  effects  of  dredging  to  various 
channel  depths  on  shoaling  rates  and  to  refine  previous,  very  rough, 
estimates  of  shoaling  rates. 

Results  of  the  Model  Study 

The  model  study  consisted  of  an  extention  of  the  WRE  finite-element 
model  of  San  Francisco  Bay  up  into  Corte  Madera  Creek.  The  extensions  are 
shown  in  Figure  O as  reaches  476  and  472  and  were  selected  to  approximate 
the  proposed  alignment  of  the  entrance  channel.  The  model  calculations 
were  based  on  a rectangular  cross  section  250  feet  wide  and  mean  lower  low 
water  depths  in  the  channel  of  9.5  ft. ,11.5  ft.,  and  13.5  ft.  An  average 
tide  was  used,  and  the  net  outflow  from  the  system  was  3297  cfs.  The 
model  was  allowed  to  run  to  steady  state  conditions.  The  model  calculates 
velocities  and  discharges  at  hourly  intervals.  Copies  of  the  print-out 
for  Channels  472  and  476  are  attached. 

Examination  of  the  three  time  histories  of  Channel  472,  between 
Pt.  San  Quentin  and  the  harbor  site,  shows  that  the  maximum  currents  were 
similar  during  ebb  and  flood  flows  and  were  virtually  identical  for  all 
three  water  depths.  Bed  shear  stress  increases  In  proportion  to  depth, 
but  this  increase  would  not  be  a significant  factor  in  the  rate  of  shoaling 
in  this  reach. 
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Currents  In  Channel  476,  extending  eastward  from  Pt.  San  Quentin, 
are  also  similar  for  all  three  channel  depths,  but  the  currents  at  the 
strengths  of  flood  and  ebb  are  significantly  higher  than  in  the  reach 
of  Channel  472.  Since  the  currents  are  similar  for  all  three  water 
depths,  the  calculations  of  shoaling  rates  used  only  the  11.5  ft.  depth. 

A plot  of  the  tide  stage  at  junction  75  is  presented  in  Figure  1, 
and  plots  of  the  currents  in  Channels  472  and  476  are  presented  in 
Figures  2 and  3.  The  figures  show  that  the  currents  are  approximately 
90  degrees  out  of  phase  with  the  tide,  and  that  the  currents  have  simple 
slnesoidal  time  histories. 

Estimation  of  Shoaling  Rates 

Deposition  will  occur  during  periods  near  slack  water  when  the 
bed  shear  stress  is  less  than  the  critical  value.  The  critical  value 
was  selected  to  be  0.82  dynes/sq.  cm  on  the  basis  of  flume  studies  and 
rheological  studies  performed  on  sediment  from  Mare  Island  Strait  ( 1) ( 2 ) . 
The  range  of  currents  under  which  the  bed  shear  stress  is  less  than 
this  value  is  shown  in  Figure  2.  It  is  evident  from  Figure  2 that  the 
currents  will  exceed  the  critical  value  at  least  once  every  day,  so  that 
a regimen  of  deposition  at  times  near  slack  water  followed  by  scour  at 
times  near  the  strength  of  flow  is  expected. 

The  amounts  of  material  deposited  during  each  period  near  slack 
water  were  calculated  according  to  the  methods  described  in  Reference 
(1),  assuming  a hydralically  clean  channel  without  piles,  sharp  bends, 
stratified  flow,  or  obstructions.  These  amounts  were  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  such  periods  in  a year  to  obtain  the  total  depth  of  deposit 
if  no  scour  occurred  and  the  results  are  plotted  as  shown  in  Figure  4. 
This  figure  gives  an  upper  limit  of  the  deposition  rate  as  a function 
of  suspended  sediment  concentration  of  the  tidal  waters. 

Scour  during  the  strength  of  tidal  flow  can  significantly  improve 
the  shoaling  rates  from  waters  having  low  concentrations  of  suspended 
sediment.  So  long  as  the  deposit  formed  during  each  slack  period  Is  so 
thin  that  its  weight  does  not  crush  the  aggregates  below  the  surface. 
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and  if  higher  velocities  occur  within  the  day  of  deposition  so  that  the 
deposit  does  not  form  a gel,  almost  the  entire  deposit  should  be  re- 
suspended at  the  strength  of  flow.  When  the  concentration  of  suspended 
sediment  exceeds  roughly  500  mg/1,  however,  the  lower  portion  of  each 
deposit  is  crushed,  increasing  both  its  density  and  strength,  and 
subsequent  currents  cannot  resuspend  the  crushed  material.  It  is  expected 
that  the  shoaling  rates  will  be  much  lower  than  those  indicated  in  Figure 
4 when  the  suspended  sediment  concentration  is  less  than  about  500  mg/1 
and  will  increase  rapidly  at  higher  concentrations. 

The  hydraulic  conditions  on  which  the  calculations  are  based  can 
be  achieved  for  normal  conditions  by  designing  a clean  channel.  A pile- 
supported  structure  in  the  flow  can  greatly  accelerate  deposition  rates 
for  significant  distances  upstream  and  downstream  from  the  structure 
because  its  effect  on  the  flow  both  promotes  aggregations,  and  sedimenta- 
tion, of  suspended  particles  and  reduces  the  bed  shear  imposed  by  the 
flow.  A smooth,  uniform  channel  can  be  constructed  easily. 

It  is  more  difficult  to  achieve  desirable  hydraulic  conditions 
during  periods  of  fresh  water  runoff  when  the  less  dense  fresh  water 
tends  to  run  over  the  more  dense  sea  water.  Such  stratified  flow  causes 
unusual  internal  shearing  in  the  water,  which  also  promotes  aggregation 
of  suspended  particles  and  enhances  deposition  as  well  as  reducing  bed 
shears  during  ebb.  This  is  a transient  situation  in  Corte  Madera  Creek. 

It  is  evident  that  under  the  prevailing  hydraulic  conditions  the 
shoaling  rate  will  be  determined  by  the  suspended  sediment  concentration. 
As  described  in  my  previous  report,  the  major  local  source  of  suspended 
sediment  is  the  shallow  mud  flat  area  south  of  the  proposed  channel, 
where  sediment  is  suspended  intermittently  by  wind  generated  waves.  There 
are  no  data  on  the  concentrations  in  this  channel  during  windy  periods 
and  the  shoaling  rate  can  only  be  estimated  using  typical  concentrations 
found  in  similar  areas. 

Winds  exceed  13  mph  in  the  shallow  area  8.3  percent  of  the  time. 
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If  the  suspended  sediment  concentration  la  1000  mg/1  this  fraction  of  the 
time,  and  otherwise  Is  below  500  mg/1,  the  shoaling  rate  would  be  1 to  2 
feet  per  year.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  the  suspended  sediment  con- 
centration would  be  above  500  mg/1  more  often,  and  that  shoaling  rates  will 
therefore  be  higher.  The  winds  are  between  4 and  12  mph  half  of  the  time, 
and  a persistent  10  mph  wind  can  suspend  material  in  these  areas. 

Shoaling  rates  in  Channel  476  will  be  much  less  than  occurs  in 
Channel  472  because  of  the  lower  prevailing  suspended  sediment  concentra- 
tions there  and  because  of  the  higher  currents. 

Recommendations 

Flows  in  the  Corte  Madera  Creek  channel  are  determined  by  the  tides, 
upstream  tidal  prism,  and  the  dimensions  of  the  channel.  Not  much  can  be 
accomplished  hydraulically  beyond  making  the  channel  uniform  and  smooth, 
and  with  gradual  transitions.  The  model  study  shows  that  the  channel  depth 
within  the  range  studied  does  not  affect  the  current  significantly.  It  is 
therefore  recommended  that  the  channel  be  over-dredged  two  feet  to  extend 
the  period  between  maintenance  dredging  operations. 

Lack  of  information  on  suspended  sediment  concentrations  precludes 
an  accurate  estimate  of  shoaling  rates  at  this  time,  and  it  will  be  necessary 
to  obtain  these  data  over  a period  that  includes  the  most  critical  conditions. 
It  is  therefore  recommended  that  bed  surface  elevations  be  measured  monthly 
throughout  the  first  year  of  operation  to  monitor  water  depths.  Such  a 
monitoring  program  would  show  at  an  early  time  any  need  for  further  field 
and  model  studies  necessary  for  evaluating  alternative  remedial  actions. 


(1)  Krone,  R.  B.,  "Flume  Studies  of  Estuarial  Shoaling  Processes".  SERL 
U.C.  Berkeley,  1960. 


(2) 


, "Rheologic  Measurements  of  Properties  of  Estuarial 

Sediments",  SERL  & HEC,  U.C.  Berkeley,  1963. 
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James  H.  Kell,  president 


October  24,  1973 
File  No.  2621 


Mr.  Frank  C.  Boerger 
Madrone  Associates 
33  Mitchell  Boulevard 
San  Rafael,  California  94902 

Attention : Mrs.  Phyllis  M.  Faber 

Dear  Mr.  Boerger: 

As  you  requested  we  have  reviewed  the  Marin  Balanced 
Transportation  Program's  (BTP)  comments  on  the  Larkspur 
Ferry  Terminal  EIR.  The  comments  make  two  central  ob- 
servations which  add  constructively  to  the  EIR: 

1.  A coordinated  study  for  the  Bon  Air, 

Corte  Madera  and  San  Quentin  peninsula 
area  should  be  undertaken  to  assist 
local  communities  in  development  plan- 
ning. 

Since  working  on  the  ferry  terminal  EIR,  JHK  & Asso- 
ciates ( JHK)  has  been  asked  to  prepare  and  review 
traffic  analyses  of  a number  of  proposed  developments 
in  the  area.  Through  work  such  as  this,  additional, 
detailed  information  on  long-range  traffic  lane  needs 
and  street  widening  requirements  is  generated.  Since 
these  and  the  ferry  terminal  EIR  analyses  are  coordi- 
nated by  use  of  BTP  data,  it  would  be  advisable  to 
periodically  input  all  proposals  into  the  BTP  model 
to  update  its  area-wide  projections.  This  updated 
projection  would  greatly  help  local  communities  to 
keep  planning  current. 

2.  One  should  not  rely  heavily  on  the 
EIR's  finding  that  the  Larkspur  ferry 
site  will  divert  more  commute  trips 
from  autos  than  will  alternate  sites. 
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The  commentary  points  out,  correctly,  that  the  ferry 
ridership  forecast  is  based  on  very  limited  experi- 
ence with  ferryboat  systems.  However,  it  is  not  a 
question  of  whether  the  Larkspur  site  will  attract 
more  riders  than  other  sites,  it  is  a question  of 
how  many  more.  Although  the  method  was  extremely 
accurate  for  predicting  the  Sausalito  ferryboat 
ridership,  it  is  true  that  it  may  not  be  as  accu- 
rate for  a Central  Marin  terminal.  The  decision 
maker  should  consider  projections  as  information 
but  not  necessarily  as  exactitudes.  Consequently, 
in  the  EIR,  JHK  concluded  only  that  "considering 
the  Larkspur  site's  potential  for  diversion  of 
more  of  the  15-mile  San  Francisco  commute  trips, 
the  Larkspur  site  may  be  the  most  desirable  from 
a total  traffic  impact  perspective." 

Sincerely  yours, 

Donald  K.  Goodrich 

Senior  Transportation  Engineer 
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